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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

From  April  1  to  April  5,  1987,  Bell  Associates  Inc.  (BAI)  of 
Cambridge,  Massachusetts  conducted  a  survey  of  Boston  residents 
regarding  their  attitudes  toward  planning  and  development  in 
downtown  Boston.  Households  were  called  in  all  16  neighborhoods 
of  Boston  proportionately,  using  random  digit  dialing  techniques. 
The  questionnaire  consisted  of  62  questions.  A  total  of  1179  in- 
terviews were  conducted. 

Almost  one-half  (46%  or  544)  of  the  respondents  surveyed  were  be- 
tween the  ages  of  18-32  years  old.   Thirty  percent  (30%)  were  33- 
55  years  old  with  another  15%  (or  177)  56  years  old  or  over. 
There  was  almost  an  equal  distribution  of  men  (44%)  to  women 
(53%)  interviewed.   Seven  hundred  and  twenty  six  (62%)  of  the 
respondents  who  answered  question  62  regarding  ethnic/racial 
background  categorized  themselves  as  White.   Two  hundred  and 
twenty-nine  (19%)  were  Black,  51  (or  4%)  Hispanic  and  17  (or  4%) 
were  Asian.   Six  hundred  and  ninety-seven  respondents  (59%)  have 
lived  in  Boston  for  over  10  years  while  400  (34%)  have  spent  less 
than  10  years  here. 

The  two  largest  respondent  graoups  by  neighborhood  were  North 
Dorchester  with  132  (or  11%)  and  Allston-Brighton  with  121  (or 
10%).   Sixty-four  percent  (64%)  of  the  respondents  were  working, 
84  (7%)  were  unemployed  and  looking  for  work,  124  (11%)  were 
unemployed  and  not  looking,  while  the  remaining  130  (11%)  were 
retired.  Of  those  surveyed,  50  3  (or  4  3%)  had  income  levels  under 
$25,000  while  the  remaining  35%  (417)  made  over  that  amount  a 
year . 

General  Attitudes  Towards  Downtown 

Downtown  shopping  was  by  far  the  most  popular  feature  of  downtown 
Boston,  as  rated  by  32%  (or  326)  of  the  respondents.  There  was  a 


tendency  among  long-term  residents  of  Boston,  Black,  Hispanic  and 
lower  income  respondents  to  indicate  shopping  as  their  favored 
downtown  feature. 

The  most  unpopular  feature  of  downtown  was  traffic  (348  or  34%). 
Parking  was  second  with  12%  (or  122)  of  the  responses  and 
safety/crime  was  third  on  the  list  with  9%  (or  96)  responses. 
These  views  were  shared  by  all  groups  of  respondents  with  a  ten- 
dency among  retired  respondents  to  be  more  concerned  about  safety 
and  crime  downtown  than  were  employed  Boston  residents. 

Nearly  two-thirds  of  the  respondents  (723  or  6  3%)  felt  that  wind, 
shadows,  air  and  water  pollution  are  major  problems  downtown. 

Eightly-three  percent  (or  945)  of  respondents  felt  the  city 
should  add  more  parking  in  the  downtown  area.  Oddly,  respondents 
also  supported  the  addition  of  parking  spaces  which  would  attract 
more  cars  to  the  city  and  aggravate  the  already  "serious  problem" 
of  traffic  downtown.  Higher  income  respondents  (over  $25,000  per 
year)  tended  to  view  traffic  as  a  serious  problem  while  lower  in- 
come respondents  tended  to  approve  of  additional  parking  provided 
by  the  city  downtown. 

Forty-seven  percent  (or  526)   of  the  respondents  felt  all  areas 
of  the  city  are  well  served  by  public  transportation  while  43% 
(or  477)  felt  these  services  were  lacking  in  some  areas.   Three 
fourths  of  the  respondents  who  found  transportation  service  lack- 
ing, thought  the  service  between  neighborhoods  (212  or  75%)  and 
between  downtown  and  the  neighborhoods  (213  or  75%)  could  be  im- 
proved.  Sixty-eight  percent  (or  185)  thought  the  suburbs  were 
not  well  served  by  public  transportation  from  downtown  and  6  3% 
(or  160)  felt  that  the  downtown  area  could  be  better  served.   The 
older  respondents  got,  the  more  likely  they  were  to  feel  that 
public  transportation  service  between  downtown  and  the  suburbs 
was  lacking.   Those  respondents  who  have  lived  in  Boston  over  ten 


years  felt  that  service  both  to  and  between  the  neighborhoods  of 
Boston  could  be  improved. 

Half  of  the  respondents  thought  that  the  quality  of  life  in 
downtown  Boston  has  improved  over  the  past  five  years .   Only  one- 
fourth  (303  or  26%)  did  not  think  the  quality  of  life  has  im- 
proved in  the  same  time  period.   There  was  a  strong  tendency 
among  Hispanic  respondents  to  feel  more  positively  than  did  other 
groups  that  the  downtown  area  has  improved  during  the  past  five 
years  while  retired  respondents  tended  somewhat  to  disagree. 

Over  half  of  the  respondents  (625  or  56%)  said  they  would  not 
like  to  live  downtown;  however,  59%  (653)  of  the  respondents  felt 
that  Boston  will  be  a  better  place  to  live  and  work  in  5  years. 
Hispanic  residents  are  much  more  likely  than  other  ethnic  groups 
to  want  to  live  downtown  as  are  newer  residents  in  the  city  (less 
than  10  years).   On  the  other  hand,  older  respondents  (over  55 
years)  and  retirees  are  less  likely  to  desire  a  downtown  address. 
Those  respondents  currently  residing  in  Back  Bay-Beacon  Hill, 
moreso  than  residents  of  other  Boston  neighborhoods,  are  much 
more  likely  to  want  to  live  in  downtown  Boston.  Unemployed 
respondents,  younger  respondents  (18-32  years)  and  Hispanic 
respondents  tended  to  believe  that  life  downtown  will  improve  in 
five  years. 

Adequacy  of  Types  of  Development 

In  general,  half  of  the  respondents  either  didn't  know  or  felt 
that  there  was  adequate  commercial  and  institutional  development 
downtown.  More  than  a  third  of  the  respondents  (37%  or  427)  felt 
there  was  too  much  while  13%  (or  149)  felt  there  was  too  little. 
Just  the  reverse  was  true  for  institutional  development  (schools, 
museums,  hospitals)  where  a  third  (3  3%  or  381)  of  the  respondents 
felt  there  was  too  little  and  only  14%  (or  156)  felt  there  was 
too  much. 


Whites  tended  to  be  more  satisfied  than  Blacks  with  the  amount  of 
both  commercial  and  institutional  development  available  downtown. 
Respondents  out  of  work  but  looking  for  a  job  showed  a  slight 
tendency  to  feel  the  amount  of  commercial  and  institutional 
development  was  less  adequate  than  those  employed  or  retired 
respondents.  Older  respondents  and  residents  of  Boston  for  more 
than  10  years  tended  to  feel  there  was  enough  or  too  much  commer- 
cial and  institutional  development  -  tendencies  that  reversed 
with  decreasing  age  of  the  respondents. 

Residential  development  is  felt  to  be  very  inadequate,  with  56% 
(or  646)  respondents  feeling  there  is  too  little  in  general  and 
80%  (or  901)  of  the  respondents  saying  there  is  specifically  too 
little  affordable  housing.  Respondents  of  a  lesser  age, 
unemployed  respondents  who  are  looking  for  a  job  and  minority 
respondents  (Blacks,  Hispanics  and  Asians)  showed  a  notable  ten- 
dency to  perceive  too  little  residential  development  downtown. 
Blacks  tended  to  voice  a  perceived  shortage  of  affordable  housing 
downtown  with  a  much  stronger  tendency  than  any  other  ethnic 
group. 

Availability  of  Housing  Downtown 

Almost  two-thirds  (681  or  61%)  of  the  respondents  said  there 
should  be  more  housing  available  downtown,  while  only  33%  felt 
there  should  be  the  same  amount  or  less.  Those  who  are  of  lower 
income,  younger,  active  labor  market  participants  (employed  or 
unemployed  and  looking  for  a  job)  and  more  recent  residents 
tended  to  feel  more  strongly  that  there  should  be  more  housing 
available  downtown. 

Availability  of  Open  Space 

Sixty  percent  (or  666)  of  the  respondents  said  there  is  too 
little  open  space  in  the  city.  Another  third  said  there  was  the 


right  amount.  Black?  and  Hispanics  tended  to  feel  there  is  too 
little  open  space,  while  Whites  and  respondents  with  higher  in- 
come tended  to  feel  more  satisfied  with  the  amount  currently 
available.  Again,  those  actively  participating  in  the  labor 
market  were  similar  in  their  tendency  to  feel  there  is  insuffi- 
cient open  space. 

Development  in  North  and  South  Station 

Seventy-three  percent  (or  776)  of  the  respondents  felt  the  city 
should  encourage  residential  and  commercial  development  in  the 
North  Station  area  and  two-thirds  felt  the  same  about  the  South 
Station  area.   In  both  instances  (North  and  South  Station), 
unemployed  respondents  who  were  looking  for  a  job  tended  to  be 
more  favorable  towards  development. 

Attitudes  Towards  General  Development  Policies 

Interviewers  began  by  explaining  to  respondents  that  "The  city  is 
considering  the  use  of  new  zoning  and  land  use  planning  regula- 
tions to  improve  downtown  liveability  by  limiting  height  and  den- 
sity of  new  buildings  and  making  more  land  available  for  housing 

and  public  open  space" .   Respondents,  when  asked,  "In  general,  do 
you  think  this  is  a  good  idea?"  (Q2),  overwhelmingly  applauded 
the  idea.   The  vast  majority  (924  or  80%)  felt  this  strategy  is  a 
good  idea  while  only  12%  (or  141)  did  not.  Both  Hispanic  respon- 
dents and  younger  respondents  tended  to  approve  of  the  idea  more 
vigorously . 

As  to  the  location  of  new  development  in  Boston,  sixty-eight  per- 
cent (or  748)  of  the  respondents  felt  that  neighborhoods  and 
areas  on  the  edge  of  downtown  should  be  given  priority.   Younger 
respondents  and  unemployed  respondents  tended  to  favor  this  idea 
more  than  did  older  and  employed  resident  of  the  city. 


Nearly  three-fourths  of  the  respondents  (73%  or  778)  felt  that 
Boston  residents  should  have  first  priority  for  new  permanent 
jobs  downtown.   Respondents  who  have  lived  in  Boston  longer  (more 
than  ten  years)  tended  to  feel  more  strongly  about  hiring 
priority  for  Boston  residents  as  did  older  respondents  (over  33 
years)  and  retired  respondents.   As  may  be  expected,  those 
respondents  who  were  unemployed  and  looking  for  work  tended  to 
approve  of  this  idea  more  than  did  employed  respondents.   Black 
and  Hispanic  respondents  felt  more  strongly  about  a  hiring 
priority  than  did  White  and  Asian  respondents. 

Attitudes  Towards  Linkage  Policies 

Eighty  percent  (or  901)  of  the  respondents  felt  developers  should 
be  required  to  contribute  to  nieghborhood  revitalization.  Whites 
tended  to  be  somewhat  less  favorable  towards  developers  funding 
neighborhood  revitalization. 

In  general,  eighty-six  percent  (or  808)  of  the  respondents  were 
in  favor  of  developers  contributing  to  a  fund  for  affordable 
housing.   Emphatically,  100%  (44)  of  44  Hispanic  respondents 
favored  this  requirement. 

With  regard  to  whether  developers  should  fund  job  training 
programs,  79%  (or  751)  of  the  respondents  said  yes.  Blacks, 
Hispanics ,  lower  income  respondents,  those  looking  for  a  job  and 
long-time  residents  of  Boston  all  tended  to  be  more  favorable 
about  developers  funding  job  training  programs. 

Sixty-eight  percent  of  the  respondents  (or  645)  favored 
developers  funding  the  provision  of  day  care,  while  26%  (or  245) 
said  no.  A  tendency  of  more  favorability  toward  funding  of  day 
care  by  developers  was  shown  by  minorities,  those  respondents  in 
the  lower  income  bracket  and  unemployed  respondents  looking  for 
work.  Older  respondents  tended  to  voice  more  uncertainty  about 


this  requirement. 

Whether  developers  should  obey  hiring  regulations  for  minorities, 
women  and  Boston  residents  was  answered  favorably  by  88%  (or 
839).   All  Hispanics  and  Asians  (100%)  who  expressed  an  opinion 
about  this  said  yes. 

There  was  less  overall  support  for  tying  downtown  development  to 
neighborhood  sites,  with  62%  (or  680)  saying  yes  to  this  ques- 
tion. Blacks  and  Hispanics  tended  to  be  more  favorable  towards 
this  type  of  linkage  as  did  younger  respondents  and  the 
unemployed  (either  looking  or  not) .  Older  respondents  tended  to 
be  more  uncertain  about  tying  downtown  development  to  neighbor- 
hood sites. 

Seventy  percent  of  the  respondents  overall  said  yes  regarding 
developers  submitting  payments  to  promote  homeownership  oppor- 
tunities for  Boston  residents.   Favorability  tended  to  increase 
with  minority  status,  decreased  income  and  youth.  Retired  and 
older  respondents  tended  to  be  more  uncertain  about  this  idea. 

Attitudes  Toward  Modified  Zoning 

In  general,  the  majority  of  the  respondents  favor  limiting  the 
heights  of  new  buildings  by  law.  Whites  tended  to  be  slightly 
more  in  favor.  Further,  individuals  between  18-25  years  of  age 
and  unemployed  persons  were  less  apt  to  favor  these  height 
restrictions .The  vast  majority  of  the  respondents  (89%  or  1052) 
were  in  support  of  strong  controls  to  protect  buildings  of  his- 
torical or  architectural  importance  in  downtown  Boston. 

Three  fourths  (76%)  of  the  respondents  said  that  new  privately- 
financed  developments  should  be  required  to  include  units  that 
are  affordable  to  low  and  moderate  incomes  households.   People 
who  have  resided  in  Boston  for  more  than  10  years  showed  a 


notable  tendency  to  support  this  approach,  as  did  lower  income 
residents,  Blacks  and  Hispanics .  Those  respondents  who  were 
unemployed  but  not  looking  for  work  were  less  likely  to  support 
this  type  of  control. 

Two  thirds  (728  or  67%)  of  the  respondents  were  in  favor  of 
zoning  incentives  to  encourage  the  production  of  housing.  The 
residents  who  have  lived  in  the  city  for  less  than  10  years  were 
slightly  more  likely  to  favor  the  development  incentive  than 
those  who  have  lived  in  Boston  for  a  longer  period.  The  respon- 
dents who  were  employed  or  unemployed  but  looking  for  work,  young 
adults  (between  18  -  32  years  of  age),  lower  income  respondents 
and  Blacks  and  Hispanics  tended  to  support  incentives  to  promote 
housing  development. 

Attitudes  Towards  a  New  Boston  Garden 

When  asked  whether  they  would  support  building  a  new  Boston  Gar- 
den, an  overwhelming  762  (71%)  answered  yes,  216  (20%)  said  no. 
There  was  a  tendency  for  people  who  have  lived  in  Boston  for  more 
than  ten  years  to  be  more  favorable  to  building  a  New  Boston  Gar- 
den, than  respondents  who  have  been  here  less  than  ten  years. 
Furthermore  67%  (or  548)  of  the  respondents  favored  public  fund- 
ing for  a  new  Boston  Garden. 

Attitudes  Toward  Development  Over  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike 

When  respondents  were  asked  if  the  city  should  permit  the 
development  of  commercial  projects  on  air  rights  over  the  Mas- 
sachusetts Turnpike,  less  than  half  (493  or  46%)  favored  the 
development.  Three  hundred  forty-four  (or  32%)  of  the  remaining 
group  were  opposed  to  it. 


Summary 

In  essence,  the  people  of  Boston  feel  developers  must  reciprocate 
for  the  privilege  of  developing  commercial  projects  downtown  by 
developing  properties  and  opportunities  for  people  in  the  neigh- 
borhoods.  They  also  strongly  believe  that  the  heights  of  new 
downtown  buildings  should  be  limited  by  law  and  almost  nine  out 
of  ten  survey  participants  agreed  that  strong  controls  should 
protect  buildings  of  historic  or  architectural  importance  in 
downtown  Boston. 

These  sentiments  were  consistent  across  groups.   Bostonians  favor 
development,  but  they  insist  that  developers  share  the  rewards  of 
their  development  with  the  people  of  Boston  through  jobs  and 
housing  opportunities  and  with  the  neighborhoods  through  linkage 
efforts.   In  summary,  development  in  Boston  must  be  carried  out 
with  two  simple  things  in  mind,  balance  with  and  fairness  to  the 
heritage,  environment  and  people  that  are  already  there. 


1 . 0   Survey  Methodology 

Bell  Associates  Inc.(BAI)  of  Cambridge,  in  conjunction  with  the 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  developed  a  6  2-question  research 
instrument  in  order  to  conduct  a  survey  of  attitudes  towards 
planning  and  development  in  downtown  Boston.   For  purposes  of 
this  survey, the  sixteen  Boston  neighborhoods  were  combined  into 
11  distinct  target  areas,  each  defined  by  a  set  of  telephone  ex- 
changes. (See  list  below) 

Telephone  numbers  were  randomly  generated  by  computer.   For  each 
exchange,  there  were  theoretically  10,000  possible  sequences, 
each  of  which  had  the  same  probability  of  being  randomly 
selected.   In  each  neighborhood,  the  exchanges   associated  with 
that  neighborhood  were  randomly  ordered  and  each  randomly  drawn 
exchange  had  a  randomly  drawn  4-digit  number.   In  those  homes 
where  an  adult  (aged  18  or  over)  was  available  and  willing,  an 
interviewer  from  BAI  conducted  the  interview.   This  process 
produced  a  randomly  selected  sample  of  Boston's  population  of 
telephone  subscribers. 

Data  collection  took  place  during  a  five  day  period  from  Wednes- 
day, April  1  through  Sunday,  April  5,1987.   Interviews  were  con- 
ducted between  9:00  a.m.  and  9:30  p.m.  each  day  and  the  average 
interview  required  approximately  eight  minutes  to  administer. 
Interviews  were  conducted  from  BAI  headquarters  in  Harvard  Square 
and  a  from  a  remote  telephone  bank  in  Kendall  Square,  Cambridge, 
Massachusetts.   A  copy  of  the  questionnaire  may  be  found  in  Ap- 
pendix C.   The  number  of  interviews  conducted  on  each  day  appears 
on  the  following  page. 


Day,  Date  Total 

Wednesday  April  1  123 

Thursday,  April  2  127 

Friday,  April  3  202 

Saturday,  April  4  358 

Sunday,  April  5  369 

TOTAL  117  9 


Frequency  statistics  were  obtained  for  every  variable  and 
crosstabulation  analyses  were  performed  on  selected  categorical 
variables  to  provide  a  more  specific  analysis  of  attitudes 
towards  development  and  to  test  for  statistical  independence  be- 
tween variables.   All  analyses  were  performed  using  SL  Micro  and 
graphs  were  generated  using  the  SYMPHONY  software  package. 

Ninety-five  percent  (95%)  confidence  intervals  reveal  that  all 
estimates  of  population  parameters  with  sample  proportions  are 
accurate  to  within  +/-  2%. 


2 . 0    Findings 

Findings  of  this  survey  are  presented  below  under  eight  general 
headings.   A  profile  of  the  respondents  is  provided  in  Section 
2.1.   General  attitudes  toward  downtown  appear  in  Section  2.2. 
Descriptions  of  respondent  attitudes  towards  land  use  preferences 
(2.3),  general  development  policies  (2.4),  linkage  Policies 
(2.5),  and  modified  zoning  (2.6)  follow.  In  Section  2.7  and  2.8 
respondent  attitudes  toward  a  new  Boston  Garden  and  development 
over  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike  are  discussed. 


2  . 1   Description  of  Respondents 

Each  respondent  was  asked  several  questions  regarding  their  age, 
sex,  ethnic  background,  income,  employment  status,  and  length  of 
time  in  Boston.   This  section  summarizes  the  responses  to  these 
questions . 

2.1.1   Demographics 

Almost  one-half  (46%  or  544)  of  the  respondents  surveyed  were  be- 
tween the  ages  of  18-32  years  old.   Thirty  percent  (30%)  were  33- 
55  years  old  with  another  15%  (or  177)  56  years  old  or  over. 
There  was  almost  an  equal  distribution  of  men  to  women  inter- 
viewed.  Women  in  the  sample  represented  a  little  over  half  of 
the  respondents  (627  or  53%)  and  men  represented  44%  percent  (or 
529)  . 

Seven  hundred  and  twenty  six  (62%)  of  the  respondents  who 
answered  question  62  regarding  ethnic/racial  background 
categorized  themselves  as  White.   Two  hundred  and  twenty-nine 
(19%)  were  Black,  51  (or  4%)  Hispanic  and  17  (or  4%)  were  Asian 


Years  Lived  in  Boston 

Of  the  1179  respondents  interviewed  697  (59%)  have  lived  in  Bos- 
ton for  over  10  years  while  400  (34%)  have  spent  less  than  10 
years  here. 

Respondent ' s  Residence 

Respondents  were  distributed  across  neighborhoods  roughly  propor- 
tional to  the  population  of  those  neighborhoods.   The  two  highest 
response  rates  were  in  North  Dorchester  with  132  (or  11%)  and 
Allston-Brighton  with  121  (or  10%).   Others  varied  from  2.5%  to 
7.5%. 

2.1.2  Employment 

When  asked  about  their  employment  status,  757  (64%)  of  the 
respondents  indicated  that  they  were  working,  84  (7%)  were 
unemployed  and  looking  for  work,  124  (11%)  were  unemployed  and 
not  looking,  while  the  remaining  130  (11%)  were  retired.   Of  the 
employed  respondents,  398  were  between  the  ages  of  18-32,  296  are 
33-55  years  of  age  with  the  remaining  49  respondents  at  56  years 
and  over.   There  were  59  (or  74%)  between  the  ages  of  18-32  years 
of  age  that  are  unemployed  and  presently  looking  for  work.  There 
was  an  additional  79  (or  65%)  that  are  also  unemployed  but  for 
one  reason  or  another  not  looking. 

It  is  apparent  that  neighborhoods  reflecting  a  higher  concentra- 
tion of  unemployed  respondents  have  a  tendency  to  show  a  higher 
concentration  of  job  seeking  activity,  such  as  Fenway-Kenmore, 
Roxbury,  Mattapan,  East  Boston,  and  North  Dorchester. 
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RACE 


CATEGORY  LABEL 

CODE 

WHITE 

1 

(726  =  67.8%) 

BLACK 

2 

(229  =  21.4%) 

HISPANIC 

3 

(51  =  4.8%) 

ASIAN 

4 

(17  =  1.6%) 

OTHER 

5 

(48  =  4.5%) 
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YEARS  LIVED  IN  BOSTON 


CATEGORY  LABEL 
<=10  YEARS 

(400  =  36.5%) 
>10  YEARS 

(697  =  63.5%) 


CODE 

1 
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RESPONDENT'S  RESIDENCE 


CATEGORY  LABEL 

E.BOSTON 

CHARLSTOWN 

SO. BOSTON 

CENTRAL 

B.BAY-B.HILL 

SO . END 

FEN-KENMORE 

ALLST-BRI . 

JAM . PLAIN 

ROXBURY 

NO . DORCH . 

SO.DORCH. 

MATTAPAN 

ROSLINDALE 

W. ROXBURY 

HYDE  PARK 

OTHER 


CODE 

ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 

RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

CUM 

FREQ 
(PCT) 

1 

62 

5.3 

5.7 

5.7 

2 

30 

2.5 

2.7 

8.4 

3 

62 

5.3 

5.7 

14.1 

4 

23 

2.0 

2.1 

16.2 

5 

60 

5.1 

5.5 

21.7 

6 

40 

3.4 

3.7 

25.4 

7 

26 

2.2 

2.4 

27.8 

8 

121 

10.3 

11.1 

38.9 

9 

82 

7.0 

7.5 

46.4 

10 

63 

5.3 

5.8 

52.2 

11 

132 

11.2 

12.1 

64.3 

12 

70 

5.9 

6.4 

70.7 

13 

74 

6.3 

6.8 

77  .5 

14 

77 

6.5 

7.1 

84.5 

15 

74 

6.3 

6.8 

91.3 

16 

66 

5.6 

6.0 

97.3 

17 

29 

2.5 

2.7 

100.0 

BLANK 

88 

7.5 

MISSING 

TOTAL 

1179 

100.0 

100.0 

VALID  CASES 


1091 


MISSING  CASES 


88 
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EMPLOYMENT  STATUS 


CATEGORY  LABEL        CODE 
EMPLOYED  1 

(757  =  69.1%) 
LOOKING  2 

(84  =  7.7%) 
NO  LOOKING  3 

(124  =  11.3%) 
RETIRED  4 

(130  =  11.9%) 


*********************************** 
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Household  Income 

Of  the  Boston  residents  surveyed,  503  (or  43%)  had  income  levels 
under  $25,000  while  the  remaining  35%  (417)  made  over  that  amount 
a  year. 


2.2   General  Attitudes  Towards  Downtown 

Respondents  were  asked  several  questions  to  determine  their  at- 
titudes toward  downtown  Boston.   The  answers  to  these  are  sum- 
marized below. 

2.2.1   Attributes 

When  asked  "What  do  you  like  most  about  downtown?"  (Q8),  shopping 
was  by  far  and  away  the  most  common  response  (326  or  32%)  while 
all  other  downtown  features  each  were  mentioned  by  less  than  10% 
of  the  respondents.   There  was  a  tendency  among  long-term  resi- 
dents of  Boston  (10  years  or  more)  to  indicate  shopping  as  their 
favored  downtown  feature.   Minority  (Black  and  Hispanic)  respon- 
dents tended  to  select  shopping  as  the  feature  they  liked  most 
about  downtown  as  did  lower  income  respondents  (less  than  $25,000 
per  year ) . 

When  the  question  was  asked  "What  do  you  like  least  about 
downtown?"  (Q9),  the  overwhelming  response  was  traffic  (348  or 
34%).   Parking  was  second  with  12%  (or  122)  of  the  responses  and 
safety/crime  was  third  on  the  list  with  9%  (or  96)  responses. 
These  views  were  shared  by  all  groups  of  respondents  with  a  ten- 
dency among  retired  respondents  to  be  more  concerned  about  safety 
and  crime  downtown  than  were  employed  Boston  residents. 

The  question  was  asked  "Do  you  think  wind,  shadows,  air  and  water 


I. 


L 
I 

L 

L 

L 

L 
L 
[ 

L 


[ 
[ 
I 


3  < 

O  E- 

a.  o 


<-*  o 

U\  o 


2 

3 
O 
E- 
2 
3 
O 
Q 

Eh 

o 
2 


m 

CD 

—I 
XI  ■ 

H 


E- 

o 


b  e»  h 

E-i  z 

<  o 

3  a 

OS 

E-         VD 

<  rH 
b 

EH  6] 

D 

<  in 
E-  E-  -h 
en  z 

b  < 


a. 
O 

E  CJ 
Cn  Z 


C 
E-       < 

m  xn 
D  z 

a.  < 


H       cm 
J       -i 

x 

X 

en  a 

B 

K       H 

E-       rH 

< 

B 

3  K 

E 

O        O 

E-       rH 


X  X 


en 

O      i 

uj  a 

M  j 

D  x 

B  E- 


< 
o 
o  z 

J  o 


o  n*  in  r~  I  .-.  r^  o  en 
H  ■  ■  ■  I  n  .  .  . 
•h  r-  r~  ih    i        in  c\  en 


i   o<r>-H.H    i   **  in  in  ** 


o  o  o  o 
o  o  o 


cn  o  e^  cm 

rH   ID   O 


I  <D  CM  eft  a>  I  nn 

I  .     .     .  |  vo     • 

I  o«o  I  Hh 

t  f-*  I  rH 


tH^fi^H     IOOOO     IOOOO     I    cn  cn 

■    .    •   I  ...J  ...I 

"no     I  OOOI  OOOI  O 


n*DHfl   i  ninr-n   j  fH  *h  to  fH   ioooo   i  hoioh 

cm    •    •    •    l  •    •    •    l  •    •    ■    i  •    •    ■    i  ... 

n«(N    I         rH  o  O    I         CM  cn  o    I         OOOI         Mno 


C\^"00     l*yor-.*s"     IOOOO     IOOOO     I 


cm  in  en  cm    i   in  id 
•    •    •  I  rH    • 

■W   tn  O      I  rH 


«H  r-  CD  CM    I    m  w  cn  in 


OOOO    IOOOO     I 


o  o  o  o    l  vd  r- 

■      •      •     I     H      • 
OOOI  M 


•-*  c*  ^H  CT\ 


hmj    t    in  Ol  CM  o 

I     <D       •       .       . 
I  CN   CD   (T\ 


I 


I 


l   10  en  cn  r~    i  cncdp-cn 

l   -i 

i       en  m  ih   i       w~t  o  o 

i       f-t 


v  mr-m    i   no 

H      •      '      •     I     O      ' 
-H  -*  .H     p    cn  IN 


I 


I 


co  co  cm  en    i   inincNin 


HHCOH      I    H   mCOH      I 


IHCOH     I    \D  CO 

•      •     •     I    CM      • 

CN  en  O     I  CN 


CJ\  *J"  en  o     I    Mnajh     IOOOO     IOOOO 


oooo   I  ich 

OOOI  rH 


ICNO.H    I   HlflOH    I   nnon    IOOOO 


oooo   i  m  in 
...   I 

OOOI         o 


■  cm  cm    i   in  in  cm  m 
•    .    .   i         ... 

1  en  en    |         cm  CM  o 


OOOO    I    Vlil  ffl  V 
OOOI        en  o\  o 


CM  in  a\  cm    i   r-t  ^« 

«        "        •       I      Tf        « 

1  I1  O     I  V 


in  in  *?  r-   i  ^  o  co  ^   i 


CN   CN    D\  CN      IOOOO 

^  **■  o   I       o  o  o 


OOOO     I     rH   HJ" 

.    .    .   I  *jl    . 

OOOI  -M" 


r-^oo    l  toov^i' 
H*    ...   I         ... 

hHlft    I  CM  ID  O 


CD  ID  O 


r-icnr-rH    icMinN'CN 


B 

a.      i 
< 

o 
g 

u 
in  cn 


<  B 

3  J 


e-  r-  cj\  CD 

CM    ID    rH 


rH       «      •       . 

ID   CM    rH 


CM  CN   ^  CN     I    CN  CO  f  CM 
...     |  .      .      . 

n"  in  o    i        rH  in  o 


1     ^  i- 1   03   ** 

r-  a\ 

1                ... 

cn     • 

i       moo 

m 

1                1— 1 

1 

incDinm    i   cmoocm 

O   CM    O      I  rH    in   O 


oooo 

o  o  o 


ICAinrH     I     OOOO     I     CDCTl 

in  cn  o    I        OOOI        o 


I    ^H   ID   CM      I     O   rH    Cft   . 
I      •       "      "      I     rH      "      " 

o\  o  id    I         mm, 


CMCMCDCN      IOOOO      ICNincOCM      ICMr* 

■     •     ■    I  •     ■     •    I  .     .     .    I    r-     . 

^•CMOI  OOOI  -tfCNOI  e- 


>  X 

H  E- 
O  H 

J 

f>       en 

a: 

CJ  B 
H  B 
Z  H 

J 

U  B  CM 

•  E- 
U  <         I 
O  E         I 

CO   H  I 

E-  T 

Z  rH      I 

h  cn       i 

<  in       i 

D  B  I 

az      i 


rHCnOCM      I      f    OClfl 

CM      ...     I  ... 

cn  in  CM     I  rl  vo 


OOOO     I     CMinrHCM     I     coo 
...      |  ...      |     CM       • 

OOOI         "cc  r-  O    I         cn 


CO  con  oi    I    CNOr-CN 

rH        •        .        .      I  ... 

CN   CD  rH      I  rH   CO   O 


icnrH    I    oooo    I    cNinr-eM    I    m  *T 
•      «      •     I  ...     |  .      .      .     t    cM      • 

I  *r  o   i       oooi       hj-cdoi       cm 


I    o  Miles    I    ejvineoo    I   ene 


enen    I    cmcocmcm    I    ^  Hn^    I    CDrH 
I  •    •    •    I    ■»     • 

IDOI  rHTTOI  Ol  COO     I  in 


CDcnr^ov    i    eninoen    |    ^  r^ 
...    I  ...    i 

rH  VO   O     I  rH   in  O      I  CM 


cnrH    |    OOOO    I    OOOO    I    CNm 

.      .      I  ...      I  •      •      ■     I     H      - 

CDOI  OOOI  OOOI  rH 


t-  EH  Eh 
Eh   CJ  U  U 

z  o,  a,  a. 
O  3  J  Eh 

oooo 

K  O  Eh 


I 


SI 

X  J 

D  < 
tJ   Eh 

o  o 

O  E- 


2 

B 

X 

< 

2 

e. 

CJ 

a 

< 

B 

< 

tn 

M 

X 

=r 

u 

M 

cn 

E- 

L 
L 

L 

L 


t 

[ 

L 

L 

r 


t 


ij 

3  < 

\£3    CO 

«3"  CN 

o  o 

O   Eh 

en     • 

r-    * 

r-t      • 

05  O 

■^  en 

m  vo 

CD   O 

E^ 

in 

*p 

o 

qs      o\ 

rHOHO 

vo  o  o>  cr> 

r-  o\ 

bl       -i 

CO      •      •      • 

in    •    •    * 

m    . 

X 

cd  en  o 

in  o  \o 

rH   V£> 

Eh 

i        tH  m  i-i 

rH    Tp 

rH 

O 

CO 

2          CD 

i  cm  in  r-  cm 

rH   m    m    r-4 

cn  ^p 

W          H 

• 

0. 

o  vo  o 

o<io 

O 

X 

1                  VO 

n 

CO  Et3 

fa 

OS       r- 

CAH  in  H 

in  o  m  en 

■q*  O 

HE-h 

•     •     • 

w-i    •    •    • 

t    CM      • 

'    Eh   2 

CM   f-   rH 

'JNH 

cn 

<  o 

1                rn 

V) 

5  05 

DS 

Eh          VO 

.  in  rH  r-  vo 

r*»  cr\  n  o\ 

CM  in 

<          * 

■     •     • 

•     ■     . 

rH      • 

H 

i           HHO 

rH   CD  O 

i-H 

E 

•q* 

in 

Eh  ta 

a 

<      in 

vo  *p  cm  r- 

[*■■  CT\  CD  CT> 

m  vo 

Eh    Eh   -1 

■     ■     ■ 

rH        • 

CO  2 

r-i  \D   O 

rH  en  o 

rH 

a  < 

1                       TP 

m 

OS  OS 

M 

0-         V 

vo  co  o  m 

:    ^p  co  O  co 

1      O    rH 

s 

o.      <h 

in     •     •    • 

1   o    •     •    • 

1      VO       • 

s 

Eh 
2 
S 
O 

o 

o 

Hinotn 

rH   f*   O   (N 

1     CN   CM 

X  o 

CI    VO   rH 

<N   ■*   t-i 

I        m 

CO  2 

DS 

r»  c\  o  rH 

fHOU) 

1      rH   \0 

•       *    rH 

rH        •        •       • 

•     •     ■ 

1    CM      • 

CO  CO 

riHCJ 

H0\0 

CM 

Eh 

en 
O 

X 

a  2 

CO 

rH 

a  < 

2 

H          CM 

»D  ^"  oi  r> 

CO   rH   rH   O 

*p  r- 

m 

H 

J             rH 

rH         • 

>H 

HNO 

W    r-    rH 

■H 

tt 

** 

m 

CO  fa 

Ed 

en  r^  o  ^P 

rH  en  o  rH 

^»  in 

Eh           rH 

< 

o  in  o 

o  in  o 

o 

fa 

r* 

OJ 

S  OS 

OS 

O          O 

r-  m  a\  rH 

OHiHUI 

r*  \o 

CO 

> 

Eh           W 

i-H      ■      •      • 

(N      •      -      * 

en    • 

CO 

en  in  cm 

in  tp  cn 

v 

H 

*p 

in 

X  >< 

\0 
CI 

CO 

CO 

inv  ina\ 

<n  o\  in  r- 

r-  vo 

iJ  fa 

rH      *       ■      • 

CM      •      •      • 

m     • 

r-t 

-     H  J 

m   O    rH 

in  CA  CN 

■Q" 

J2 

3    >H 

^p 

m 

ro 

PS  H 

H 

H 

Eh          03 

VO   O   O   CM 

in  r-  o  rH 

r~t  rn 

<                  1 

(M      ...     | 

CM      .      .      . 

in    • 

CJ              1 

VD   rH    m 

VD  CTi  n    ; 

to 

O  2         1 

in 

^           1 

la 

J  O          1 

o 

os       r- 

MJlOrl 

MOOH 

Tp   CM 

CJ 

a 

x-\     •     •     • 

rH      .      .       • 

en     • 

z 

E-" 

m  o  cm 

<h   O  CM 

•& 

H 

< 

m 

in 

R 

"H 

J 

-, 

g 

O           tO 

n  r^  o  f 

cm  m  O  CM 

in  io 

E 

o 

o  o  o 

o  o  o 

o 

CO 

u 

vO 

o 

CO  CO 

en 

<       m 

O  en  cm  r- 

in  f  co  n 

m  o 

x 

ro     •     •     • 

CO       •      •       • 

vo     • 

j 

»c  ud  n 

0\n  t 

CO 

<  fa 

-r 

m 

3  J 

CO 

DS          -<P 

onoN 

m  o  o  en 

in  ^ 

i                            w 

rH       .      .       . 

,h     .    .    . 

CM       • 

•"" ' 

'                                    >  X 

(SOH 

VOH 

m 

VO 

> 

.                                             H   Eh 

*? 

U) 

1                                             Q   H 

J 

Eh         m 

r-  vo  o  a\ 

n  in  o  "43 

o  in 

t-4     •     '     • 

CM     • 

O  fa 

rH  in  o 

ciinn 

CM 

H  fa 

en 

vo 

2  H 

J 

U  fa  cm 

rH  co  in  \D 

ox  r-t  in  n 

o  av 

•  Eh 

m    •    •    • 

rH     "     •     • 

rj.    . 

u  < 

"*   CM  CM 

in  p-  cm 

"3" 

O  2 

in 

■^ 

CO  M 

Eh 

2        H 

in  h  m  id 

n  co  in  ^p 

CO  o 

H  CO 

• 

<   CO 

rH   CM   O 

o  r-  o 

r-i 

CD        3  63 

VS 

m 

>        02 

Eh  Eh   H 

H  U  U  U 

rH 

CM 

2 

2    Oh   CU    Oh 

2  J 

a 

a  < 

OSJLh 

tJ  Eh 

a  o  o  o 

oo 

OS  CJ  Eh 

U  Eh 

L 

L 


[ 

[ 

r 


[ 


[ 

L 

L 

[ 
[ 


s  < 

O  E- 

CS  O 

E- 


a 

a 
x 
t- 

o 


inoojh 


r-  r~  cm  o 
O    •    •    • 

iH   C~  CM    iH 


cm  r- 

r-     • 


2       oo 

W       •-> 
a. 


cn  in  t-  cn 

OVOO 


M  CN  cn  ^l 
o  cn  o 


K        r~ 

6]  E->  -< 

H  2 

<£  O 

3  te 

Eh  VO 

<  •-! 

s 

H  B 

D 

<  IT) 

E-  H  -h 
to  2 

B  < 

K  a. 


u  to  V  VQ 
HHO 


M\0  »<*> 
eg    ■    •    • 

now 


n  CD  O^ 

o  o  o 


CN  O  O  CM 
rH      •      •      • 

CN   O    *H 


MOiD« 

tH      •      •      • 

CN  O  .-t 


H 


o»o  <?n 


l£>  CD  vo  cn 


2 

3 

O 
Eh 
2 
3 
O 
O 

E-< 
CO 

o 
z 

B 


2 

o 

EH 


co  co 

D  2 

0.  < 


B 

a: 
E-      . 

< 

B 

3  EC 

K 

O       ' 
H 
CO 


CO 

n     < 

J  B 

H  J 

D  X 

(0  Eh 

tH 

H  I 

«C 

u 

O  2 
ij  O 


ta 


< 

2 


O 
O 


u 
to  co 


f  CO  CO  1 

m  n  iH 


CM  O  CN  CN 

rH      •      •      • 

CN   VD   >H 


'  i-H  O  ** 

hjio 


CJOOM 
CN  in  i-t 


.H  m  o  r-i 
O  O  O 


■  r-  o  T 
O  O  O 


C>M   NO 

r-4       •       •       • 

inuiN 


cn  co  co  ^? 

CM      •      •      • 

cn  **  CN 


iriHnin 
^r  m  ih 


o  o  p-  <h 
cn    •    •    • 

in  <o  m 


H  Ul  (N   M 

cn    •     >    • 


Mmcon 
Tn    •    -    • 

mon 


CO  ff\  o  CA 


fJUJon 


m  co  o^  c) 

O   CN   O 


t—  tH  r-  co 


\D  O    n   [^ 

cn     •     •     • 


co 
B 

>  X 

m  E- 

a  h 
j 

Eh       cn 

5  B 
H  Cm 
Z  H 

•  Eh 
U  < 
O  £ 

CO  H 

Eh 

2  ^ 

h  co 
<  co 

D  B 
OZ 


CMJlHCft 
CM  CN  O 


c^  »h  cr\  o 
cn  c~  CM 


nio  Lfl  n 

<H      •      •      • 

cn  vo  *H 


OMno 

iH  cn  iH 


cn  ^i* 

CM     • 

CN 


cn  o  oo  cn 
CN     •     -     • 

VO  ID  N 


\o  cn  CM  c- 
CN      ■      •      • 

*j"   -vf  CM 


C7\   LO   CM   CT» 

CN  <y\  O 


-q1  c-  cd  <* 
o  o  o 


Eh  Eh   Eh 
fUUO 

2  a.  a.  o. 

O   3    J   Eh 

U  O  O  O 
K  U  Eh 


< 

B 
X 


< 

B 


2 

E  J 

D  < 

J  Eh 

O  O 

U  Eh 


L 


L 
[ 
L 


: 


r 


t 


i 


3  < 

O  E-> 

a  o 


IX      en 

X 

o 

CO 

2       to 

0. 


in  cm  co  co 


CO  \D  (D   CD 


i   o  c-  <n  o 

!     (M      .      .      . 
1  ID   O   CM 


I     (N   [*■    r-i   CM 
I  •      •       " 

I         Mmo 


I     CM   O   CN   CN 
1     CN       •       ■       • 

I  OH    N 


I    CN  CO  *H  CN 


I     CT\   *3"   00   O 
I     CN       •       •      • 

I         \o  •&  en 


I    VD  O 
I    C\      • 

I     i~t  O 


O  O  O  O 
O  O  O 


h  a 


a 


cn  ■o'  en  **    i   in  r-  en  in    i  o^*oo 


t  en  cm  co  m 
l        co  r-  o 


D 

<       m 

E->  E-  h 
en  2 
Ki  < 

c  en 


cn  *J  o  en 
O  O  O 


l   .h  en  r-  ~h    l  cm  co  en  cm 
I  .     .     .    |  ... 

I  H  UD  O     I  HCIO 


I    O  O  O  O 
I  ... 

I  O  O  CI 


2 
S 

o 

E- 

2 
3 

O 

c 

IH 
en 

< 


0.  rH 

O 

=  o 
en  2 

(K 

i~        en 

en  en 
o  2 
a.  < 


p 
El 


wou: 
o  o  o 


I     OOOO      I     CM  CD  O  CN 

I         ...  I         .    .    . 

I         O  O  O    I         -H  o  o 


co  vd  co  cd 

Nr4H 


oncort 

in    •    •    • 

c^  in  in 


oooo 
o  o  o 


cd  r*  in  co 


3  a 


I   MMOn 


r-  **  cm  r- 

iceno 


I   o  o  o  o 
1         ... 

I        o  o  o 


I    CN  CD  O  CN 
I  ... 

I  .H  O  O 


I    H  OlIDH 

I  ... 

I        O  •*  o 


l  i-t  o  in  f-t 
l  h  .  .  - 
l        o  *r  H 


I    OOOO     I    CM  CN 


H       < 
CO 

M 
O 

2 

en 
O      c 

j  a 

H  J 

D  X 
(D  E-i 


o  r-  o 


HVD«)   H 
H  CO  H 


oooo 
o  o  o 


I    hcncih    I   CN  co  10  N    I   r-'  r- 


.-t  en  .h  .h 
iH  r-  o 


CN  CD  en  CM 


I    O  O  O  O 
I  ... 

I        o  o  o 


0C 


EH 


E- 
< 
E- 


E-i 

2 

Z 
X 

o 


Eh  C 

< 

U 

O  2 
iJ  O 

E3 

(K       r 

D 
E- 

<: 

2 


<  a 

3  J 

j 
o 
o 

c 
en  en 


IDE7IOU) 

o  o  o 


^^07 

o  o  o 


co  in  r-  cn 
in    •    .    . 

CD  en  in 


I  o  o  o  o 
I        o  o  o 


oooo 


tn  c-  m  in 
id  in  o 


oooo 
o  o  o 


oooo 
o  o  o 


oooo 


CM   G\   CM    CN 
O  en  .H 


I    O  O  O  O 

;       o  o  o 


id  in  ID  ID 


CN  CD   c-   CM     I 


*r  cn  cm  -a-    I    OOOO 
m  cn  o    I        o  o  o 


.H   H   O   ~H 

O  O  o 


oooo I oooo 
O  O  O    I         o  o  o 


1    CD    iH   CM      I     CD   CD 

•       •       ■      I     H      • 

»H   ~H    O      I  f-H 


OOOO      I 
O    O   O      I 


J 

i-3  2 

O  O 

0.  H 

iJ 

O  H  CM 

■  E- 

C_)  < 

O  2 
en  h 


•M  \D   *J<    i-t      I 


in  ID  ID  \D 
CN     .     .     . 

cn  r-  cn 


vnoij    i   inincoin 
...   I  ... 

in  en  o    I         *in  o 


I    .H  o\  CD  .H 


icof    i  pi  r*  h  en    i   tnininin    i   p-  co 
■     •     •    I  •     ■     •    I  •     .     .    I    en     • 

I         ^  en  o    1         cn 


ooinin    lor~oo    l  en  in  co  o 
^«...|CN...|en... 

CMinCN'CI  COVDCMI  in^H^> 

en  p-  CN     I  CN  |  P1H 


I  cn  ih  e-  en  I  hco 
I  en  ...  i  en  . 
I         cn  en  en    I    en  cn 


E-  H  E- 
HUUO 
2  Cu  p.  CL, 
D 

O  3  J  E- 
U  O  O  O 


a 

Ci] 

o 


o 

2 
H 

X 
O 

o 


2 


O 
O 


2 

2  J 
D  < 

J  E- 

o  o 


[ 


r 


L 

I 
I 


pollution  are  major  problems  downtown?"  (Q10).  Nearly  two-thirds 
of  the  respondents  (723  or  63%)  felt  yes,  that  these  factors  were 
problematic. 

2.2.2  Transportation 

All  respondents  were  asked  two  additional  questions  regarding 
traffic  and  parking  downtown.   When  asked  "Do  you  think  traffic 
downtown  is  a  serious  problem,  minor  problem,  or  not  a  problem?, " 

(Q27)  83%  (or  945)  of  respondents  felt  the  city  should  add  more 
parking  in  the  downtown  area.   Oddly,  respondents  support  the  ad- 
dition of  parking  spaces  which  would  attract  more  cars  to  the 
city  and  aggravate  the  already  "serious  problem"  of  traffic 
downtown. 

Higher  income  respondents  (over  $25,00  per  year)  tended  to  view 
traffic  as  a  serious  problem  while  lower  income  respondents  were 
more  likely  to  approve  of  additional  parking  provided  by  the  city 
downtown.   Younger  respondents  (18-32  years)  tended  to  feel  that 
additional  downtown  parking  should  be  provided  by  the  city  while 
older  respondents  tended  to  think  additional  parking  is  not 
necessary.  There  was  a  strong  tendency  among  Black  and  Hispanic 
respondents  to  support  the  idea  of  new  parking  spaces  in  the 
downtown  area.   Retirees  were  less  likely  than  employed  and 
unemployed  respondents  to  support  additional  city-provided 
downtown  parking  while  newer  residents  of  the  city  (less  than  10 
years)  were  more  likely  to  approve  of  additional  parking  spaces. 

When  asked  "Do  you  think  there  are  areas  not  well  served  by 
public  transportation? , "  (Q29)  47%  (or  526)   of  the  respondents 
felt  all  areas  of  the  city  are  well  served  by  the  MBTA  while  43% 
(or  477)  felt  the  T  services  were  lacking  in  some  areas.   Three- 
fourths  of  the  respondents  who  found  the  T  service  lacking, 
thought  the  service  between  neighborhoods  (212  or  75%)  and  be- 
tween downtown  and  the  neighborhoods  (213  or  75%)  could  be  im- 
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Table  8a 


V61 


HOUSEHOLD  INCOME 


BY   V27 


TRAFFIC  DOWNTOWN 


V61 


<=$25,000 


>$25,000 


V27 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

SER . PR 

MIN.PR 

NO  PRO 

DON'T 

COL  PCT 

OBLM 

OBLM 

BLM 

KNOW 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

3 

9 

1 

407 

70 

16 

6 

81.6 

14.0 

3.2 

1.2 

52.7 

66.7 

61.5 

54.5 

44.5 

7.7 

1.7 

0.7 

2 

366 

35 

10 

5 

88.0 

8.4 

2.4 

1.2 

47.3 

33.3 

38.5 

45.5 

40.0 

3.8 

1  .1 

0.5 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


773 
84.5 


105 

11.5 


26 
2.8 


11 
1.2 


ROW 

TOTAL 


499 
54.5 


416 
45.5 


915 
100.0 


Table   8b 


V61 


HOUSEHOLD    INCOME 


BY   V28 


ADD  PARKING  DOWNTOWN: 


V61 


<=$25,000 


>$25,000 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V28 
YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

424 
84.8 
56.1 
46.3 

65 

13.0 

46.8 

7.1 

11 

2.2 

52.4 

1.2 

2 

332 
79.8 
43.9 
36.2 

74 

17.8 

53.2 

8.1 

10 

2.4 

47.6 

1.1 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


756 
82.5 


139 

15.2 


21 
2.3 


ROW 
TOTAL 


500 
54.6 


416 
45.4 


916 
100.0 
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Table   8c 


V60 


AGE 


BY      V28 


ADD  PARKING  DOWNTOWN? 


V60 


18-32  YRS 


33-55  YRS 


56+  YRS 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V28 
YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

482 
89.3 
53.8 
44.7 

52 

9.6 

33.1 

4.8 

6 

1.1 

24.0 

0.6 

2 

275 
76.0 
30.7 
25.5 

75 

20.7 

47.8 

7.0 

12 

3.3 

48.0 

1.1 

3 

139 
79.0 
15.5 
12.9 

30 

17.0 

19.1 

2.8 

7 

4.0 

28.0 

0.6 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


896 
83.1 


157 
14.6 


ROW 

TOTAL 


540 
50.1 


362 
33.6 


176 

16.3 


25    1078 
2.3   100.0 
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Table   8d 


V62 


RACE 


BY      V28 


ADD  PARKING  DOWNTOWN? 


V62 


WHITE 


BLACK 


HISPANIC 


ASIAN 


OTHER 


V28 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

9 

1 

585 

119 

21 

725 

80.7 

16.4 

2.9 

67.9 

66.0 

76.8 

84.0 

54.8 

11.2 

2.0 

2 

202 

23 

2 

227 

89.0 

10.1 

0.9 

21.3 

22.8 

14.8 

8.0 

18.9 

2.2 

0.2 

3 

50 

1 

0 

51 

98.0 

2.0 

0.0 

4.8 

5.6 

0.6 

0.0 

4.7 

0.1 

0.0 

4 

15 

2 

0 

17 

88.2 

11.8 

0.0 

1.6 

1.7 

1.3 

0.0 

1.4 

0.2 

0.0 

5 

35 

10 

2 

47 

74.5 

21.3 

4.3 

4.4 

3.9 

6.5 

8.0 

3.3 

0.9 

0.2 

COLUMN 

887 

155 

25 

1067 

TOTAL 

83.1 

14.5 

2.3 

100.0 
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Table   8e 


V58 


EMPLOYMENT    STATUS 


BY   V28 


ADD  PARKING  DOWNTOWN? 


V28 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

9 

\/c;  R 

V30 

1 

627 

114 

13 

754 

EMPLOYED 

83.2 

15.1 

1.7 

69.2 

69.4 

71.3 

50.0 

57.5 

10.5 

1.2 

2 

74 

6 

3 

83 

LOOKING 

89.2 

7.2 

3.6 

7.6 

8.2 

3.8 

11.5 

6.8 

0.6 

0.3 

3 

108 

14 

2 

124 

NO  LOOKING 

87.1 

11.3 

1.6 

11.4 

11.9 

8.8 

7.7 

9.9 

1.3 

0.2 

4 

95 

26 

8 

129 

RETIRED 

73.6 

20.2 

6.2 

11.8 

10.5 

16.3 

30.8 

8.7 

2.4 

0.7 

COLUMN 

904 

160 

26 

1090 

TOTAL 

82.9 

14.7 

2.4 

100.0 
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Table   8f 


V57 


YEARS    LIVED    IN   BOSTON 


BY   V28 


ADD  PARKING  DOWNTOWN? 


V57 


<=10  YEARS 


>10  YEARS 


V28 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

9 

1 

346 

45 

7 

398 

S 

86.9 

11.3 

1.8 

36.4 

38.2 

28.0 

26.9 

31.7 

4.1 

0.6 

2 

559 

116 

19 

694 

80.5 

16.7 

2.7 

63.6 

61.8 

72.0 

73.1 

51.2 

10.6 

1.7 

COLUMN 

905 

161 

26 

1092 

TOTAL 

82.9 

14.7 

2.4 

100.0 

[ 


. 


r 
- 


proved.   Sixty-eight  percent  (or  185)  thought  the  suburbs  were 
not  well  served  by  public  transportation  from  downtown  and  6  3% 
(or  160)  felt  that  the  downtown  area  could  be  better  served.   The 
older  respondents  got,  the  more  likely  they  were  to  feel  that 
public  transportation  service  between  downtown  and  the  suburbs 
was  lacking.   Those  respondents  who  have  lived  in  Boston  over  ten 
years  felt  that  service  both  to  and  between  the  neighborhoods  of 
Boston  could  be  improved. 

2.2.3   Quality  of  Life 

Respondents  were  asked  three  questions  regarding  the  liveability 
of  downtown  Boston.  The  first  question  (Q3)  asked,  "Do  you  think 
the  quality  of  life  downtown  is  better  now  than  it  was  5  years 

ago?"   Half  (582  or  50%)  of  the  respondents  thought  that  the 
quality  of  life  in  downtown  Boston  has  improved  over  the  past 
five  years.   Only  one-fourth  (30  3  or  26%)  thought  the  quality  of 
life  has  deteriorated  in  the  same  time  period.   There  was  a 
strong  tendency  among  Hispanic  respondents  to  feel  more  posi- 
tively than  did  other  groups  that  the  downtown  area  has  improved 
during  the  past  five  years.   There  was  a  slight  tendency  among 
higher  income  respondents  (over  $25,000  per  year)  and  among 
middle-aged  respondents  (33-55  years)  to  view  the  downtown  area 
as  having  improved  over  the  past  five  years.   Retired  respondents 
tended  to  feel  that  the  downtown  area  has  deteriorated  over  the 
past  five  years. 

To  the  second  question  (Q46),  "Would  you  like  to  live  downtown? , " 
over  half  of  the  respondents  (625  or  56%)  said  no  and  42%  (469) 
said  yes.   However,  59%  (653)  of  the  respondents  felt  that  Boston 
will  be  a  better  place  to  live  and  work  in  5  years. 

Hispanic  residents  are  much  more  likely  than  other  ethnic  groups 
to  want  to  live  downtown  as  are  newer  residents  in  the  city  (less 
than  10  years).   On  the  other  hand,  older  respondents  (over  55 
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Table  8f 


V57 


YEARS  LIVED  IN  BOSTON 


BY   V28 


ADD  PARKING  DOWNTOWN? 


V57 


<=10  YEARS 


>10  YEARS 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V28 

YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 
S 

346 
86.9 
38.2 
31.7 

45 

11.3 

28.0 

4.1 

7 

1.8 

26.9 

0.6 

2 

559 
80.5 
61.8 
51.2 

116 
16.7 
72.0 
10.6 

19 
2.7 

73.1 
1.7 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


905 
82.9 


161 

14.7 


26 

2.4 


ROW 

TOTAL 


398 
36.4 


694 
63.6 


1092 
100.0 
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proved.   Sixty-eight  percent  (or  185)  thought  the  suburbs  were 
not  well  served  by  public  transportation  from  downtown  and  6  3% 
(or  160)  felt  that  the  downtown  area  could  be  better  served.   The 
older  respondents  got,  the  more  likely  they  were  to  feel  that 
public  transportation  service  between  downtown  and  the  suburbs 
was  lacking.   Those  respondents  who  have  lived  in  Boston  over  ten 
years  felt  that  service  both  to  and  between  the  neighborhoods  of 
Boston  could  be  improved. 

2.2.3   Quality  of  Life 

Respondents  were  asked  three  questions  regarding  the  liveability 
of  downtown  Boston.  The  first  question  (Q3)  asked,  "Do  you  think 
the  quality  of  life  downtown  is  better  now  than  it  was  5  years 

ago?"   Half  (582  or  50%)  of  the  respondents  thought  that  the 
quality  of  life  in  downtown  Boston  has  improved  over  the  past 
five  years.   Only  one-fourth  (30  3  or  26%)  thought  the  quality  of 
life  has  deteriorated  in  the  same  time  period.   There  was  a 
strong  tendency  among  Hispanic  respondents  to  feel  more  posi- 
tively than  did  other  groups  that  the  downtown  area  has  improved 
during  the  past  five  years.   There  was  a  slight  tendency  among 
higher  income  respondents  (over  $25,000  per  year)  and  among 
middle-aged  respondents  (3  3-55  years)  to  view  the  downtown  area 
as  having  improved  over  the  past  five  years.   Retired  respondents 
tended  to  feel  that  the  downtown  area  has  deteriorated  over  the 
past  five  years . 

To  the  second  question  (Q46),  "Would  you  like  to  live  downtown?," 

over  half  of  the  respondents  (625  or  56%)  said  no  and  42%  (469) 

said  yes.   However,  59%  (653)  of  the  respondents  felt  that  Boston 
will  be  a  better  place  to  live  and  work  in  5  years. 

Hispanic  residents  are  much  more  likely  than  other  ethnic  groups 
to  want  to  live  downtown  as  are  newer  residents  in  the  city  (less 
than  10  years).   On  the  other  hand,  older  respondents  (over  55 
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V57 


YEARS  LIVED  IN  BOSTON 


BY   V31 


DTOWN-NEIGHBORHOODS 


V57 


<=10  YEARS 


>10  YEARS 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V31 
YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 
S 

65 
67.7 
31.7 
23.7 

21 

21.9 

44.7 

7.7 

10 

10.4 

45.5 

3.6 

2 

140 
78.7 
68.3 
51.1 

26 

14.6 

55.3 

9.5 

12 

6.7 

54.5 

4.4 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


205 
74.8 


47 
17.2 


ROW 
TOTAL 


96 
35.0 


178 
65.0 


22  274 

8.0       100.0 


Table   8h 


V57 


YEARS  LIVED  IN  BOSTON 


BY   V32 


BTWEEN  NEIGHBORHOODS 


V57 


<=10  YEARS 


>10  YEARS 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V32 

YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 
S 

67 
70.5 
32.8 
24.7 

15 

15.8 

38.5 

5.5 

13 

13.7 

46.4 

4.8 

2 

137 
77.8 
67.2 
50.6 

24 

13.6 

61.5 

8.9 

15 

8.5 

53.6 

5.5 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


204 
75.3 


39 
14.4 


28 
10.3 


ROW 

TOTAL 


95 

35.1 


176 
64.9 


271 
100.0 
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Table  8j 


V62 


RACE 


BY      V3 


BETTER  VS.  5  YRS  AGO 


V62 

WHITE 


BLACK 


HISPANIC 


ASIAN 


OTHER 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V3 

YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

346 
48.0 
66.0 
32.5 

196 
27.2 
70.5 
18.4 

179 
24.8 
68.6 
16.8 

2 

113 
50.0 
21.6 
10.6 

58 
25.7 
20.9 

5.5 

55 
24.3 

21.1 
5.2 

3 

36 

70.6 

6.9 

3.4 

7 

13.7 

2.5 

0.7 

8 

15.7 
3.1 
0.8 

4 

11 

64.7 

2.1 

1.0 

3 
17.6 

1.1 
0.3 

3 

17.6 

1.1 

0.3 

5 

18 

37.5 

3.4 

1.7 

14 

29.2 

5.0 

1.3 

16 

33.3 

6.1 

1.5 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


524 
49.3 


278 
26.2 


261 
24.6 


ROW 
TOTAL 


721 
67.8 


226 
21.3 


51 
4.8 


17 
1.6 


48 
4.5 


1063 
100.0 
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V61 


HOUSEHOLD  INCOME 


BY   V3 


BETTER  VS. 5  YRS  AGO 


V61 


<=$25,000 


>$25,000 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V3 

YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

222 
44.7 
49.1 
24.3 

148 
29.8 
60.2 
16.2 

127 
25.6 
59.1 
13.9 

2 

230 
55.3 
50.9 
25.2 

98 
23.6 
39.8 
10.7 

88 

21.2 

40.9 

9.6 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


452 
49.5 


246 
26.9 


ROW 
TOTAL 


497 
54.4 


416 
45.6 


215  913 

23.5       100.0 


Table   8k 


V60 


AGE 


BY      V3 


BETTER  VS. 5  YRS  AGO 


V60 


18-32    YRS 


33-55    YRS 


56+    YRS 


V3 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

9 

1 

266 

123 

150 

539 

49.4 

22.8 

27.8 

50.1 

49.6 

44.2 

57.5 

24.7 

11.4 

14.0 

2 

199 

99 

63 

361 

55.1 

27.4 

17.5 

33.6 

37.1 

35.6 

24.1 

18.5 

9.2 

5.9 

3 

71 

56 

48 

175 

40.6 

32.0 

27.4 

16.3 

13.2 

20.1 

18.4 

6.6 

5.2 

4.5 

COLUMN 

536 

278 

261 

1075 

TOTAL 

49.9 

25.9 

24.3 

100.0 

Table   81 


L 


L 

L 
L 
[ 

r 

L 
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Table   8m 


V58 


EMPLOYMENT    STATUS 


BY      V3 


BETTER    VS. 5    YRS    AGO 


V3 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

9 

V58 

1 

387 

196 

170 

753 

EMPLOYED 

51.4 

26.0 

22.6 

69.3 

71.8 

68.5 

64.9 

2 

35.6 

18.0 

15.6 

42 

20 

22 

84 

LOOKING 

50.0 

23.8 

26.2 

7.7 

7.8 

7.0 

8.4 

3 

3.9 

1.8 

2.0 

61 

28 

33 

122 

NO  LOOKING 

50.0 

23.0 

27.0 

11.2 

11.3 

9.8 

12.6 

4 

5.6 

2.6 

3.0 

49 

42 

37 

128 

RETIRED 

38.3 

32.8 

28.9 

11.8 

9.1 

14.7 

14.1 

COLUMN 

4.5 

3.9 

3.4 

539 

286 

262 

1087 

TOTAL 

49.6 

26.3 

24.1 

100.0 
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Table   8n 


V62 


RACE 


BY      V4  6 


LIKE    TO    LIVE    DOWNTOWN? 


V46 


COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

3 

9 

V62 

1 

299 

410 

0 

15 

724 

WHITE 

41.3 

56.6 

0.0 

2.1 

67.9 

66.9 

68.9 

0.0 

65.2 

2 

28.0 

38.5 

0.0 

1.4 

93 

127 

1 

5 

226 

BLACK 

41.2 

56.2 

0.4 

2.2 

21.2 

20.8 

21.3 

100.0 

21.7 

3 

8.7 

11.9 

0.1 

0.5 

26 

24 

0 

1 

51 

HISPANIC 

51.0 

47.1 

0.0 

2.0 

4.8 

5.8 

4.0 

0.0 

4.3 

4 

2.4 

2.3 

0.0 

0.1 

8 

8 

0 

1 

17 

ASIAN 

47.1 

47.1 

0.0 

5.9 

1.6 

1.8 

1.3 

0.0 

4.3 

5 

0.8 

0.8 

0.0 

0.1 

21 

26 

0 

1 

48 

OTHER 

43.8 

54.2 

0.0 

2.1 

4.5 

4.7 

4  .4 

0.0 

4.3 

COLUMN 

2.0 

2.4 

0.0 

0.1 

447 

595 

1 

23 

1066 

TOTAL 

41.9 

55.8 

0.1 

2.2 

100.0 
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Table  80 


V57 


YEARS  LIVED  IN  BOSTON 


BY   V46 


LIKE  TO  LIVE  DOWNTOWN? 


V46 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 
VR7 

1 

2 

3 

9 

1 

202 

184 

0 

14 

400 

<=10  YEARS 

50.5 

46.0 

0.0 

3.5 

36.6 

44.2 

30.1 

0.0 

60.9 

18.5 

16.8 

0.0 

1.3 

2 

255 

427 

1 

9 

692 

>10  YEARS 

36.8 

61.7 

0.1 

1.3 

63.4 

55.8 

69.9 

100.0 

39.1 

23.4 

39.1 

0.1 

0.8 

COLUMN 

457 

611 

1 

23 

1092 

TOTAL 

41.8 

56.0 

0.1 

2.1 

100.0 
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Table  8p 


V60 


AGE 


BY   V46 


LIKE  TO  LIVE  DOWNTOWNS 


V60 


18-32  YRS 


33-55  YRS 


56+  YRS 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V46 
YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

258 
47.6 
56.8 
23.9 

270 
49.8 
44.9 
25.0 

14 

2.6 

63.6 

1.3 

2 

147 
40.7 
32.4 
13.6 

208 
57.6 
34.6 
19.3 

6 

1.7 

27.3 

0.6 

3 

49 

28.0 

10.8 

4.5 

124 
70.9 
20.6 

11.5 

2 
1.1 
9.1 
0.2 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


454 
42.1 


602 
55.8 


22 

2.0 


ROW 
TOTAL 


542 
50.3 


361 
33.5 


175 
16.2 


1078 
100.0 
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L 

L 

L 
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Table   8q 


V60 


AGE 


BY      V47 


BETTER  5  YRS  HENCE? 


V60 


18-32  YRS 


33-55  YRS 


56+  YRS 


V47 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

3 

9 

1 

331 

138 

0 

70 

61.4 

25.6 

0.0 

13.0 

52.1 

50.4 

0.0 

42.7 

30.8 

12.8 

0.0 

6.5 

2 

206 

94 

0 

59 

57.4 

26.2 

0.0 

16.4 

32.4 

34.3 

0.0 

36.0 

19.2 

8.8 

0.0 

5.5 

3 

98 

42 

1 

35 

55.7 

23.9 

0.6 

19.9 

15.4 

15.3 

100.0 

21.3 

9.1 

3.9 

0.1 

3.3 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


635 
59.1 


274 
25.5 


164 
15.3 


ROW 
TOTAL 


539 
50.2 


359 
33.4 


176 
16.4 


1074 
100.0 
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L 
L 
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Table  8r 


V62 


RACE 


BY      V47 


BETTER  5  YRS  HENCE? 


V62 


WHITE 


BLACK 


HISPANIC 


ASIAN 


OTHER 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V47 

YES 

1 

NO 

2 

3 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

421 
58.4 
67.1 
39.7 

189 
26.2 
69.5 
17.8 

1 

0.1 

100.0 

0.1 

110 
15.3 
68.3 
10.4 

2 

136 
60.7 
21.7 
12.8 

51 

22.8 

18.8 

4.8 

0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

37 

16.5 

23.0 

3.5 

3 

36 

70.6 

5.7 

3.4 

9 

17.6 

3.3 

0.8 

0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

6 

11.8 

3.7 

0.6 

4 

9 

52.9 

1.4 

0.8 

6 

35.3 

2.2 

0.6 

0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

2 

11.8 
1.2 
0.2 

5 

25 

52.1 

4.0 

2.4 

17 

35.4 

6.3 

1.6 

0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

6 

12.5 

3.7 

0.6 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


627 
59.1 


272 
25.6 


1 
0.1 


161 
15.2 


ROW 
TOTAL 


721 
68.0 


224 

21.1 


51 
4.8 


17 
1.6 


48 
4.5 


1061 
100.0 
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years)  and  retirees  are  less  likely  to  desire  a  downtown  address. 
Those  respondents  currently  residing  in  Back  Bay-Beacon  Hill, 
moreso  than  residents  of  other  Boston  neighborhoods,  are  much 
more  likely  to  want  to  live  in  downtown  Boston. 

Unemployed  respondents,  whether  or  not  they  are  currently  seeking 
employment,  have  a  strong  tendency  to  believe  that  life  in 
downtown  Boston  will  improve  in  five  years.   Younger  respondents 
(18-32  years)  and  Hispanic  respondents  also  tend  to  hold  more  op- 
timism about  the  future  of  downtown  Boston. 


2 . 3   Land  Use  Preferences 

Seven  questions  asked  respondents  about  their  preferences  regard- 
ing uses  of  land  in  downtown  Boston.  Questions  4-7  asked  respon- 
dents to  rate  the  adequacy  of  the  amount  of  three  types  of 
development  -  commercial, residential  and  institutional  -  and  af- 
fordable housing.  The  questions  were  "In  downtown  Boston,  do  you 
think  there  is  too  much,  too  little  or  the  right  amount  of 
(Q4) commercial,  (Q5 ) residential,  (Q6 ) institutional  development 
and  ( Q7 ) affordable  housing? " 

Adequacy  of  Types  of  Development 

In  general,  half  of  the  respondents  either  didn't  know  or  felt 
that  there  was  adequate  commercial  and  institutional  development 
downtown.  More  than  a  third  of  the  respondents  (37%  or  427)  felt 
there  was  too  much  while  13%  (or  149)  felt  there  was  too  little. 
Just  the  reverse  was  true  for  institutional  development  (schools, 
museums,  hospitals)  where  a  third  (33%  or  381)  of  the  respondents 
felt  there  was  too  little  and  only  14%  (or  156)  felt  there  was 
too  much. 

Whites  tended  to  be  more  satisfied  than  Blacks  with  the  amount  of 
both  commercial  and  institutional  development  available  downtown. 
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Table  9 

PERCEIVED  ADEQUACY  OF  TYPES 
OF  DEVELOPMENT 

AFFORD- 
COM-  INSTI-  RESI-         ABLE 

MERCIAL       TUTIONAL       DENTIAL     HOUSING 


TOO  MUCH 


TOO  LITTLE 


37 


.13 


14 
33 


14 
56 


05 
80 


RIGHT  AMOUNT 


43 


44 


23 


09 


DON'T  KNOW 


07 


09 


.07 


.06 


TOTAL 


1.00 


1.00 


1.00 


1.00 
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Table    10 


V62 


RACE 


BY      V4 


COMMERCIAL  DEV . 


V62 
WHITE 


BLACK 


HISPANIC 


ASIAN 


OTHER 


V4 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

TOO  MU 

TOO  LI 

RIGHT 

DON'T 

COL  PCT 

CH 

TTLE 

AMOUNT 

KNOW 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

3 

9 

1 

268 

74 

329 

47 

37.3 

10.3 

45.8 

6.5 

67.5 

54.8 

70.6 

72.3 

25.2 

7.0 

31.0 

4.4 

2 

80 

39 

98 

12 

34.9 

17.0 

42.8 

5.2 

20.2 

28.9 

21.0 

18.5 

7.5 

3.7 

9.2 

1.1 

3 

20 

11 

18 

2 

39.2 

21.6 

35.3 

3.9 

5.0 

8.1 

3.9 

3.1 

1.9 

1.0 

1.7 

0.2 

4 

7 

5 

5 

0 

41.2 

29.4 

29.4 

0.0 

1.8 

3.7 

1.1 

0.0 

0.7 

0.5 

0.5 

0.0 

5 

22 

6 

16 

4 

45.8 

12.5 

33.3 

8.3 

5.5 

4.4 

3.4 

6.2 

2.1 

0.6 

1.5 

0.4 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


397 
37.3 


135 
12.7 


466 
43.8 


65 
6.1 


ROW 
TOTAL 


718 
67.5 


229 
21.5 


51 
4.8 


17 
1.6 


48 
4.5 


1063 
100.0 


r 


Respondents  out  of  work  but  looking  for  a  j  ob  showed  a  slight 
tendency  to  feel  the  amount  of  commercial  and  institutional 
development  was  less  adequate  than  those  employed  or  retired 
respondents.  Older  respondents  and  residents  of  Boston  for  more 
than  10  years  tended  to  feel  there  was  enough  or  too  much  commer- 
cial and  institutional  development  -  tendencies  that  reversed 
with  decreasing  age  of  the  respondents. 

Residential  development  is  felt  to  be  very  inadequate,  with  56% 
(or  646)  respondents  feeling  there  is  too  little  in  general  and 
80%  (or  901)  of  the  respondents  saying  there  is  specifically  too 
little  affordable  housing.  Respondents  of  a  lesser  age, 
unemployed  respondents  who  are  looking  for  a  job  and  minority 
respondents  (Blacks,  Hispanics  and  Asians)  showed  a  notable  ten- 
dency to  perceive  too  little  residential  development  downtown. 
Blacks  tended  to  voice  a  perceived  shortage  of  affordable  housing 
downtown  with  a  much  stronger  tendency  than  any  other  ethnic 
group.  Similar  tendencies  apply  to  respondents  who  have  lower  in- 
come and  to  those  who  are  younger. 

Charts  of  the  perceived  adequacy  of  types  of  development  (overall 
and  by  types  of  respondents)  appear  on  the  following  pages. 

Availability  of  Housing 

Question  44  asked  "Do  you  think  there  should  be  more,  less  or  the 
same  amount  of  housing  available  in  downtown  Boston?"  Almost  two- 
thirds  (681  or  61%)  of  the  respondents  said  there  should  be  more 
while  only  3  3%  felt  there  should  be  the  same  amount  or  less. 
Those  who  are  of  lower  income,  younger  (specifically  the  18-32 
years  age  bracket),  active  labor  market  participants  (employed  or 
unemployed  and  looking  for  a  job)  and  more  recent  residents 
tended  to  feel  more  strongly  that  there  should  be  more  housing 
available  downtown. 
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Table    11 


V58 


EMPLOYMENT    STATUS 


BY   V4 


COMMERCIAL  DEV , 


V58 


EMPLOYED 


LOOKING 


NO  LOOKING 


RETIRED 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V4 

TOO  MU 
CH 

1 

TOO  LI 
TTLE 
2 

RIGHT 
AMOUNT 
3 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

280 
37.2 
69.5 
25.8 

87 

11.6 

64.0 

8.0 

336 
44.7 
70.4 
30.9 

49 

6.5 

70.0 

4.5 

2 

27 

32.5 

6.7 

2.5 

15 

18.1 

11.0 

1.4 

38 

45.8 

8.0 

3.5 

3 
3.6 
4.3 
0.3 

3 

IG 

41 

33.6 

10.2 

3.8 

20 

16.4 

14.7 

1.8 

56 

45.9 

11.7 

5.2 

5 
4.1 
7.1 
0.5 

4 

55 

42.6 

13.6 

5.1 

14 

10.9 

10.3 

1.3 

47 

36.4 

9.9 

4.3 

13 

10.1 

18.6 

1.2 

1 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


403 
37  .1 


136 
12.5 


477 
43.9 


70 
6.4 


ROW 
TOTAL 


752 
69.2 


83 
7.6 


122 
11.2 


129 
11.9 


1086 
100.0 


Table    12 


V60 


AGE 


BY      V4 


COMMERCIAL  DEV , 


V60 


18-32  YRS 


33-55  YRS 


56+  YRS 


V4 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

TOO  MU 

TOO  LI 

RIGHT 

DON'T 

COL  PCT 

CH 

TTLE 

AMOUNT 

KNOW 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

3 

9 

1 

181 

82 

257 

20 

33.5 

15.2 

47.6 

3.7 

45.9 

59.4 

54.2 

29.0 

16.8 

7.6 

23.9 

1.9 

2 

139 

41 

152 

28 

38.6 

11.4 

42.2 

7.8 

35.3 

29.7 

32.1 

40.6 

12.9 

3.8 

14.1 

2.6 

3 

74 

15 

65 

21 

42.3 

8.6 

37.1 

12.0 

18.8 

10.9 

13.7 

30.4 

6.9 

1  .4 

6.0 

2.0 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


394 
36.7 


138 
12.8 


474 
44.  1 


69 
6.4 


ROW 
TOTAL 


540 
50.2 


360 
33.5 


175 
16.3 


1075 
100.0 


Table    13 


V62 


RACE 


BY      V6 


INSTITUTIONAL    DEV , 


V6 


COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

TOO  MU 

TOO  LI 

RIGHT 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

CH 

TTLE 

AMOUNT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

3 

9 

V62 

1 

111 

190 

342 

66 

709 

WHITE 

15.7 

26.8 

48.2 

9.3 

67.4 

77.6 

55.4 

71.3 

76.7 

2 

10.6 

18.1 

32.5 

6.3 

17 

105 

94 

12 

228 

BLACK 

7.5 

46.1 

41.2 

5.3 

21.7 

11.9 

30.6 

19.6 

14.0 

3 

1.6 

10.0 

8.9 

1.1 

10 

18 

18 

5 

51 

HISPANIC 

19.6 

35.3 

35.3 

9.8 

4.8 

7.0 

5.2 

3.8 

5.8 

4 

1.0 

1.7 

1.7 

0.5 

0 

8 

7 

2 

17 

ASIAN 

0.0 

47  .1 

41.2 

11  .8 

1.6 

0.0 

2.3 

1.5 

2.3 

5 

0.0 

0.8 

0.7 

0.2 

5 

22 

19 

1 

47 

OTHER 

10.6 

46.8 

40  .4 

2.1 

4.5 

3.5 

6.4 

4.0 

1.2 

COLUMN 

0.5 

2.1 

1.8 

0.1 

143 

343 

480 

86 

1052 

TOTAL 

13.6 

32.6 

45.6 

8.2 

100.0 

Table    14 


V62 


RACE 


BY      V5 


RESIDENTIAL  DEV, 


V5 


COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

TOO  MU 

TOO  LI 

RIGHT 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

CH 

TTLE 

AMOUNT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

3 

9 

V62 

1 

97 

385 

181 

51 

714 

WHITE 

13.6 

53.9 

25.4 

7.1 

67.5 

67.8 

64.0 

75.1 

71.8 

2 

9.2 

36.4 

17.1 

4.8 

30 

143 

39 

16 

228 

BLACK 

13.2 

62.7 

17.1 

7.0 

21.6 

21.0 

23.8 

16.2 

22.5 

3 

2.8 

13.5 

3.7 

1.5 

8 

32 

8 

3 

51 

HISPANIC 

15.7 

62.7 

15.7 

5.9 

4.8 

5.6 

5.3 

3.3 

4.2 

4 

0.8 

3.0 

0.8 

0.3 

3 

11 

2 

1 

17 

ASIAN 

17.6 

64  .7 

11.8 

5.9 

1.6 

2.1 

1.8 

0.8 

1.4 

5 

0.3 

1.0 

0.2 

0.1 

5 

31 

11 

0 

47 

OTHER 

10.6 

66.0 

23.4 

0.0 

4.4 

3.5 

5.1 

4.6 

0.0 

COLUMN 

0.5 

2.9 

1.0 

0.0 

143 

602 

241 

71 

1057 

TOTAL 

13.5 

57.0 

22.8 

6.7 

100.0 

Table    15 


V62 


RACE 


BY      V7 


AFFORDABLE  HOUSING 


V7 


COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

TOO  MU 

TOO  LI 

RIGHT 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

CH 

TTLE 

AMOUNT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

3 

9 

V62 

1 

38 

546 

69 

43 

696 

WHITE 

5.5 

78.4 

9.9 

6.2 

67.2 

71.7 

65.3 

74.2 

79.6 

2 

3.7 

52.7 

6.7 

4.2 

5 

200 

13 

7 

225 

BLACK 

2.2 

88.9 

5.8 

3.1 

21.7 

9.4 

23.9 

14.0 

13.0 

3 

0.5 

19.3 

1.3 

0.7 

3 

38 

7 

3 

51 

HISPANIC 

5.9 

74.5 

13.7 

5.9 

4.9 

5.7 

4.5 

7.5 

5.6 

4 

0.3 

3.7 

0.7 

0.3 

3 

13 

1 

0 

17 

ASIAN 

17.6 

76.5 

5.9 

0.0 

1.6 

5.7 

1.6 

1  .1 

0.0 

5 

0.3 

1.3 

0.1 

0.0 

4 

39 

3 

1 

47 

OTHER 

8.5 

83.0 

6.4 

2.1 

4.5 

7.5 

4.7 

3.2 

1.9 

COLUMN 

0.4 

3.8 

0.3 

0.1 

53 

836 

93 

54 

1036 

TOTAL 

5.1 

80.7 

9.0 

5.2 

100.0 

c 

[ 


t 


Table   16 


V61 


HOUSEHOLD    INCOME 


BY   V7 


AFFORDABLE  HOUSING 


V61 


<=$25,000 


>$25,000 


V7 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

TOO  MU 

TOO  LI 

RIGHT 

DON'T 

COL  PCT 

CH 

TTLE 

AMOUNT 

KNOW 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

3 

9 

1 

24 

406 

31 

21 

5.0 

84.2 

6.4 

4.4 

57.1 

55.9 

43.1 

45.7 

2.7 

45.8 

3.5 

2.4 

2 

18 

320 

41 

25 

4.5 

79.2 

10.1 

6.2 

42.9 

44.1 

56.9 

54.3 

2.0 

36.1 

4.6 

2.8 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


42 
4.7 


726 
81.9 


72 

8.1 


ROW 

TOTAL 


482 
54.4 


404 
45.6 


46     886 
5.2   100.0 


Table    17 


V60 


AGE 


BY      V7 


AFFORDABLE  HOUSING 


V60 


18-32  YRS 


33-55  YRS 


56+  YRS 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V7 

TOO  MU 
CH 

1 

TOO  LI 
TTLE 
2 

RIGHT 
AMOUNT 
3 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

25 

4.7 

47.2 

2.4 

433 
80.8 
51.1 
41.3 

52 

9.7 

56.5 

5.0 

26 

4.9 

46.4 

2.5 

2 

14 

4.1 

26.4 

1.3 

281 
81.4 
33.2 
26.8 

30 

8.7 

32.6 

2.9 

20 

5.8 

35.7 

1.9 

3 

14 

8.4 

26.4 

1.3 

133 
79.6 
15.7 
12.7 

10 

6.0 

10.9 

1.0 

10 

6.0 

17.9 

1.0 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


53 
5.1 


847 
80.8 


92 


56 
5.3 


ROW 

TOTAL 


536 
51.1 


345 
32.9 


167 
15.9 


1048 
100.0 


SI 

il 


[ 

I 


Table    18 


V61 


HOUSEHOLD    INCOME 


BY   V44 


AMT.  OF  HOUSING  DTOWN 


V61 


<=$25,000 


>$25,000 


V44 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

MORE 

LESS 

SAME  A 

DON'T 

COL  PCT 

MT. 

KNOW 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

3 

9 

1 

321 

61 

95 

21 

64.5 

12.2 

19.1 

4.2 

56.3 

57.5 

50.0 

43.8 

35.1 

6.7 

10.4 

2.3 

2 

249 

45 

95 

27 

59.9 

10.8 

22.8 

6.5 

43.7 

42.5 

50.0 

56.3 

27.2 

4.9 

10.4 

3.0 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


570 
62.4 


106 
11.6 


190 
20.8 


48 
5.3 


ROW 
TOTAL 


498 
54.5 


416 
45.5 


91.4 
100.0 


Table   19 


V60 


AGE 


BY      V44 


AMT.  OF  HOUSING  DTOWN 


V60 


18-32  YRS 


33-55  YRS 


56+  YRS 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V44 
MORE 
1 

LESS 
2 

SAME  A 
MT. 

3 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

354 
65.3 
53.3 
32.9 

52 

9.6 

41.6 

4.8 

113 
20.8 
50.0 
10.5 

23 

4.2 

37.7 

2.1 

2 

216 
60.2 
32.5 

20.1 

46 

12.8 

36.8 

4.3 

73 

20.3 

32.3 

6.8 

24 

6.7 

39.3 

2.2 

3 

94 

53.7 

14.2 

8.7 

27 

15.4 

21.6 

2.5 

40 

22.9 

17  .7 

3.7 

14 
8.0 

23.0 
1.3 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


664 
61.7 


125 
11.6 


226 
21.0 


61 
5.7 


ROW 

TOTAL 


542 
50.4 


359 

33.4 


175 
16.3 


1076 
100.0 


L 


L 


Table   20 


V58 


EMPLOYMENT    STATUS 


BY      V44 


AMT.    OF   HOUSING   DTOWN 


V44 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

MORE 

LESS 

SAME  A 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

MT. 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

3 

9 

ucp 

1 

465 

83 

162 

42 

752 

EMPLOYED 

61.8 

11.0 

21.5 

5.6 

69.1 

69.6 

64.3 

70.4 

67.7 

42.7 

7.6 

14.9 

3.9 

2 

56 

9 

16 

3 

84 

LOOKING 

66.7 

10.7 

19.0 

3.6 

7.7 

8.4 

7.0 

7.0 

4.8 

5.1 

0.8 

1.5 

0.3 

3 

74 

22 

22 

6 

124 

NO  LOOKING 

59.7 

17.7 

17.7 

4.8 

11.4 

11.1 

17.1 

9.6 

9.7 

6.8 

2.0 

2.0 

0.6 

4 

73 

15 

30 

11 

129 

RETIRED 

56.6 

11.6 

23.3 

8.5 

11.8 

10.9 

11.6 

13.0 

17  .7 

6.7 

1.4 

2.8 

1.0 

COLUMN 

668 

129 

230 

62 

1089 

TOTAL 

61.3 

11.8 

21.1 

5.7 

100.0 

c 

[ 
[ 
c 


Table  21 


V57 


YEARS  LIVED  IN  BOSTON 


BY   V44 


AMT.  OF  HOUSING  DTOWN 


V57 


<=10  YEARS 


>10  YEARS 


V44 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

MORE 

LESS 

SAME  A 

DON'T 

COL  PCT 

MT. 

KNOW 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

3 

9 

1 

257 

31 

85 

26 

S 

64.4 

7.8 

21.3 

6.5 

38.5 

24.4 

36.6 

40.6 

23.6 

2.8 

7.8 

2.4 

2 

411 

96 

147 

38 

59.4 

13.9 

21.2 

5.5 

61.5 

75.6 

63.4 

59.4 

37.7 

8.8 

13.5 

3.5 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


668 
61.2 


127 
11.6 


232 
21.3 


ROW 
TOTAL 


399 
36.6 


692 
63.4 


64    1091 
5.9   100.0 


Availability  of  Open  Space 

Question  48  asked  respondents  "Do  you  think  there  is  too  much, 
too  little  or  the  right  amount  of  public  open  space  like  parks, 

plazas  and  playgrounds  in  the  city?"   Sixty  percent  (or  666)  of 
the  respondents  said  there  is  too  little  open  space  in  the  city, 
Another  third  said  there  was  the  right  amount.  Blacks  and 
Hispanics  tended  to  feel  there  is  too  little  open  space,  while 
Whites  and  respondents  with  higher  income  tended  to  feel  more 
satisfied  with  the  amount  currently  available.  Again,  those  ac- 
tively participating  in  the  labor  market  were  similar  in  their 
tendency  to  feel  there  is  insufficient  open  space. 


Development  in  North  and  South  Station 

Question  52  asked  "Do  you  think  the  city  should  encourage 
residential  and  commercial  development  in  the  North  Station  area? 

Seventy-three  percent  (or  776)  of  the  respondents  to  the  question 
said  yes  while  an  almost  even  split  of  respondents  said  either  no 
(14%)  or  that  they  didn't  know  (14%).  Question  53  asked  "Do  you 
think  the  city  should  encourage  residential  and  commercial 
development  in  the  South  Station  area?  Two  thirds  (705)  of  the 
respondents  said  yes  while  20%  (215)  said  no  and  14%  (144)  said 
they  didn't  know.  In  both  instances  (North  and  South  Station), 
unemployed  respondents  who  were  looking  for  a  job  tended  to  be 
more  favorable  towards  development. 


2.4  Attitudes  Towards  General  Development  Policies 

Interviewers  began  by  explaining  to  respondents  that  "The  city  is 
considering  the  use  of  new  zoning  and  land  use  planning  regula- 
tions to  improve  downtown  liveability  by  limiting  height  and  den- 
sity of  new  buildings  and  making  more  land  available  for  housing 

10 


Table   22 


V62 


RACE 


BY      V48 


ENOUGH   OPEN    SPACE    DTOWN? 


V48 


COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

TOO  MU 

TOO  LI 

RIGHT 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

CH 

TTLE 

AMOUNT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

3 

9 

V62 

1 

23 

405 

268 

26 

722 

WHITE 

3.2 

56.1 

37.1 

3.6 

67.9 

63.9 

63.2 

77.0 

68.4 

2 

2.2 

38.1 

25.2 

2.4 

9 

160 

49 

7 

225 

BLACK 

4.0 

71.1 

21.8 

3.1 

21.2 

25.0 

25.0 

14.1 

18.4 

3 

0.8 

15.1 

4.6 

0.7 

2 

33 

15 

1 

51 

HISPANIC 

3.9 

64.7 

29.4 

2.0 

4.8 

5.6 

5.1 

4.3 

2.6 

4 

0.2 

3.1 

1.4 

0.1 

1 

10 

5 

1 

17 

ASIAN 

5.9 

58.8 

29  .4 

5.9 

1.6 

2.8 

1.6 

1.4 

2.6 

5 

0.1 

0.9 

0.5 

0.1 

1 

33 

11 

3 

48 

OTHER 

2.1 

68.8 

22.9 

6.3 

4.5 

2.8 

5.1 

3.2 

7.9 

COLUMN 

0.1 

3.1 

1.0 

0.3 

36 

641 

348 

38 

1063 

TOTAL 

3.4 

60.3 

32.7 

3.6 

100.0 

Table  23 


V6 


INSTITUTIONAL  DEV , 


BY   V48 


ENOUGH  OPEN  SPACE  DTOWN7 


V48 


COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

TOO  MU 

TOO  LI 

RIGHT 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

CH 

TTLE 

AMOUNT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

\7C 

1 

2 

3 

9 

1 

12 

83 

49 

9 

153 

TOO  MUCH 

7.8 

54.2 

32.0 

5.9 

14.0 

30.8 

12.7 

13.7 

21.4 

1.1 

7.6 

4.5 

0.8 

2 

6 

246 

90 

12 

354 

TOO  LITTLE 

1.7 

69.5 

25.4 

3.4 

32.5 

15.4 

37.8 

25.1 

28.6 

0.6 

22.6 

8.3 

1.1 

3 

17 

272 

189 

15 

493 

RIGHT  AMOUNT 

3.4 

55.2 

38.3 

3.0 

45.2 

43.6 

41.8 

52.8 

35.7 

1.6 

25.0 

17.3 

1.4 

9 

4 

50 

30 

6 

90 

DON'T  KNOW 

4.4 

55.6 

33.3 

6.7 

8.3 

10.3 

7  .7 

8.4 

14.3 

0.4 

4.6 

2.8 

0.6 

COLUMN 

39 

651 

358 

42 

1090 

TOTAL 

3.6 

59.7 

32.8 

3.9 

100.0 

Table   24 


V58 


EMPLOYMENT    STATUS 


BY   V4  8 


ENOUGH  OPEN  SPACE  DTOWN? 


V48 


COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

TOO  MU 

TOO  LI 

RIGHT 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

CH 

TTLE 

AMOUNT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

3 

9 

1 

26 

460 

244 

22 

752 

EMPLOYED 

3.5 

61.2 

32.4 

2.9 

69.2 

66.7 

70.3 

69.1 

53.7 

2.4 

42.3 

22.4 

2.0 

2 

3 

52 

26 

3 

84 

LOOKING 

3.6 

61.9 

31.0 

3.6 

7.7 

7.7 

8.0 

7.4 

7.3 

0.3 

4.8 

2.4 

0.3 

3 

4 

68 

45 

5 

122 

NO  LOOKING 

3.3 

55.7 

36.9 

4.1 

11.2 

10.3 

10.4 

12.7 

12.2 

0.4 

6.3 

4.1 

0.5 

4 

6 

74 

38 

11 

129 

RETIRED 

4.7 

57.4 

29.5 

8.5 

11.9 

15.4 

11.3 

10.8 

26.8 

0.6 

6.8 

3.5 

1.0 

COLUMN 

39 

654 

353 

41 

1087 

TOTAL 

3.6 

60.2 

32.5 

3.8 

100.0 

Table  25 


V52 


ENC  DEV  IN  NO. STATION? 


CATEGORY  LABEL        CODE 
YES  1 

(776  =  72.6%) 
NO  2 

(148  =  13.8%) 
DON'T  KNOW  9 

(145  =  13.6%) 


************************************ 


******* 


******* 


0         20         40         60 

ADJUSTED  FREQUENCY  (PERCENT) 


80 


100 


Table  26 


V53 


ENC.DEV  IN  SO. STATION? 


CATEGORY  LABEL 
YES 

(705  =  66.3%) 
NO 

(215  =  20.2%) 
DON'T  KNOW 

(144  =  13.5%) 


CODE 
1 

2 

9 


********************************* 

********** 

******* 


0         20         40         60 
ADJUSTED  FREQUENCY  (PERCENT) 


80 


100 


A  MAXIMUM  OF  166  9  CELLS  ALLOCATED  PER  TABLE  IN  THIS  RUN. 
39548  BYTES  OF  MEMORY  FREE. 


Table    27 


V58 


EMPLOYMENT    STATUS 


BY   V52 


ENC  DEV  IN  NO. STATION? 


V52 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

9 

\/c;fi 

V  DO 

1 

528 

100 

99 

727 

EMPLOYED 

72.6 

13.8 

13.6 

69.4 

69.5 

67.6 

70.7 

50.4 

9.5 

9.4 

2 

64 

11 

5 

80 

LOOKING 

80.0 

13.8 

6.3 

7.6 

8.4 

7.4 

3.6 

6.1 

1.0 

0.5 

3 

82 

18 

18 

118 

NO  LOOKING 

69.5 

15.3 

15.3 

11.3 

10.8 

12.2 

12.9 

7.8 

1  .7 

1.7 

4 

86 

19 

18 

123 

RETIRED 

69.9 

15.4 

14.  6 

11  .7 

11.3 

12.8 

12.9 

8.2 

1.8 

1.7 

COLUMN 

760 

148 

140 

1048 

TOTAL 

72.5 

14.1 

13.4 

100.0 

Table    28 


V58 


EMPLOYMENT   STATUS 


BY   V5  3 


ENC.DEV  IN  SO. STATION? 


V53 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

9 

UCfi 

1 

479 

151 

92 

722 

EMPLOYED 

66.3 

20.9 

12.7 

69.2 

69.3 

71.6 

65.2 

45.9 

14.5 

8.8 

2 

58 

13 

9 

80 

LOOKING 

72.5 

16.3 

11.3 

7.7 

8.4 

6.2 

6.4 

5.6 

1.2 

0.9 

3 

73 

23 

22 

118 

NO  LOOKING 

61.9 

19.5 

18.6 

11.  3 

10.6 

10.9 

15.6 

7.0 

2.2 

2.1 

4 

81 

24 

18 

123 

RETIRED 

65.9 

19.5 

14.  6 

11.8 

11.7 

11  .4 

12.8 

7.8 

2.3 

1.7 

COLUMN 

691 

211 

141 

1043 

TOTAL 

66.3 

20.2 

13.5 

100.0 

and  public  open  space" .   Respondents,  when  asked,  "In  general,  do 
you  think  this  is  a  good  idea?"  (Q2),  overwhelmingly  applauded 
the  idea.   The  vast  majority  (924  or  80%)  felt  this  strategy  is  a 
good  idea  while  only  12%  (or  141)  did  not.  Both  Hispanic  respon- 
dents and  younger  respondents  tended  to  approve  of  the  idea  more 
vigorously. 

Priority  Areas  for  Development  on  the  Downtown  Periphery 

As  to  the  location  of  new  development  in  Boston,  respondents  were 
asked  (Q50)  "Do  you  think  that  priority  areas  for  new  development 
on  the  edge  of  downtown  or  in  the  neighborhoods  is  a  good  idea?" . 

Sixty-eight  percent  (or  748)  of  the  respondents  felt  that  neigh- 
borhoods and  areas  on  the  edge  of  downtown  should  be  given 
priority.   Younger  respondents  and  unemployed  respondents  tended 
to  favor  this  idea  more  than  did  older  and  employed  resident  of 
the  city. 

Priority  Consideration  for  Downtown  Jobs  to  Boston  Residents 

The  question  was  asked,  "Do  you  think  that  Boston  residents 
should  get  first  priority  on  the  new  permanent  jobs  in  downtown?" 

Nearly  three-fourths  of  the  respondents  (73%  or  778)  felt  that 
Boston  residents  should  have  first  priority  for  new  permanent 
jobs  downtown.   Respondents  who  have  lived  in  Boston  longer  (more 
than  ten  years)  tended  to  feel  more  strongly  about  hiring 
priority  for  Boston  residents  as  did  older  respondents  (over  33 
years)  and  retired  respondents.   As  may  be  expected,  those 
respondents  who  were  unemployed  and  looking  for  work  tended  to 
approve  of  this  idea  more  than  did  employed  respondents.   Black 
and  Hispanic  respondents  felt  more  strongly  about  a  hiring 
priority  than  did  White  and  Asian  respondents. 
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J 


2j5  Attitudes  Towards  Linkage  Policies 

54ven  questions  (Q3  6-41  and  Q43)  sought  perceptions  about  the 
nkage  policies  the  city  should  continue  or  adopt.  Question  lead 
f  a  series  with  "Do  you  think  downtown  developers  should  be 
guired  to  contribute  to  neighborhood  revitalization?"   Eighty 


cent  (or  901)  of  the  respondents  said  yes  while  13%  said  no. 
I  respondents  said  yes,  they  were  asked  a  series  of  follow-up 
Bstions  "Do  you  favor  the  requirement  that  developers  of  large 
nmercial  buildings  contribute  money  to  a  fund  to  create  affor- 


3le  housing  (Q37),  job  training  programs  (Q38),  provide  day 


are  (Q39), comply  with  the  city's  hiring  standards  for 


"liorities,  women  and  Boston  residents  (Q40)  and  include  units  in 
aw  privately-financed  housing  development  projects  that  are  af- 
dable  to  low  and  moderate  income  households  (Q42)?  The  ad- 

sted  frequency  percentages  for  all  of  these  responses  appears 
|  the  following  pages.  Whites  tended  to  be  somewhat  less 
'/orable  towards  developers  funding  neighborhood  revitalization 
an  Blacks,  Hispanics  and  Asians.  Similarly,  a  tendency  to  be 
bs  favorable  was  evidenced  by  those  respondents  in  the  retired 
rjpup. 

t    /elopers  Funding  Affordable  Housing 


general,  eighty-six  percent  (or  808)  of  the  respondents  were 

favor  of  developers  contributing  to  a  fund  for  affordable 
ising  while  10%  said  no.  All  minorities  displayed  a  tendency  of 
^orability  with  regard  to  developers  funding  affordable  housing 

n  compared  to  White  respondents.  Emphatically,  100%  (44)  of  44 

panic  respondents  favored  this  requirement. 

relopers  Funding  Job  Training  Programs 


h  regard  to  whether  developers  should  fund  job  training 
sgrams,  79%  (or  751)  of  the  respondents  said  yes  while  17%  (or 


12 


V62 


RACE 


_ 


Table   30 


BY      V36 


DEV.FUND  NEIGH. REVIT, 


V62 


WHITE 


BLACK 


HISPANIC 


ASIAN 


OTHER 


V36 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

9 

1 

572 

103 

41 

716 

79.9 

14.4 

5.7 

67.7 

66.7 

74.6 

66.1 

54.1 

9.7 

3.9 

2 

195 

19 

14 

228 

85.5 

8.3 

6.1 

21.6 

22.7 

13.8 

22.6 

18.4 

1.8 

1.3 

3 

42 

5 

4 

51 

82.4 

9.8 

7.8 

4.8 

4.9 

3.6 

6.5 

4.0 

0.5 

0.4 

4 

13 

2 

0 

15 

86.7 

13.3 

0.0 

1.4 

1.5 

1.4 

0.0 

1.2 

0.2 

0.0 

5 

36 

9 

3 

48 

75.0 

18.8 

6.3 

4.5 

4.2 

6.5 

4.8 

3.4 

0.9 

0.3 

COLUMN 

858 

138 

62 

1058 

TOTAL 

81.1 

13.0 

5.9 

100.0 

, 


Table  31 


V58 


EMPLOYMENT   STATUS 


BY   V36 


DEV.FUND  NEIGH. REVIT . ? 


V36 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

9 

uco 

1 

612  . 

99 

39 

750 

EMPLOYED 

81.6 

13.2 

5.2 

69.3 

70.2 

68.3 

60.0 

56.6 

9.1 

3.6 

2 

71 

9 

3 

83 

LOOKING 

85.5 

10.8 

3.6 

7.7 

8.1 

6.2 

4.6 

6.6 

0.8 

0.3 

3 

100 

14 

7 

121 

NO  LOOKING 

82.6 

11.6 

5.8 

11.2 

11.5 

9.7 

10.8 

9.2 

1.3 

0.6 

4 

89 

23 

16 

128 

RETIRED 

69.5 

18.0 

12.5 

11.8 

10.2 

15.9 

24.6 

8.2 

2.1 

1.5 

COLUMN 

872 

145 

65 

1082 

TOTAL 

80.6 

13.4 

6.0 

100.0 

Table  32 


V62 


RACE 


BY      V37 


DEV.FUND  AFF. HOUSING? 


V37 


COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

9 

V62 

1 

504 

72 

25 

601 

WHITE 

83.9 

12.0 

4.2 

67.2 

65.0 

81.8 

80.6 

2 

56.4 

8.1 

2.8 

184 

11 

5 

200 

BLACK 

92.0 

5.5 

2.5 

22.4 

23.7 

12.5 

16.1 

3 

20.6 

1.2 

0.6 

44 

0 

0 

44 

HISPANIC 

100.0 

0.0 

0.0 

4.9 

5.7 

0.0 

0.0 

4 

4.9 

0.0 

0.0 

13 

1 

0 

14 

ASIAN 

92.9 

7.1 

0.0 

1.6 

1  .7 

1.1 

0.0 

5 

1.5 

0.1 

0.0 

30 

4 

1 

35 

OTHER 

85.7 

11.4 

2.9 

3.9 

3.9 

4.5 

3.2 

COLUMN 

3.4 

0.4 

0.1 

775 

88 

31 

894 

TOTAL 

86.7 

9.8 

3.5 

100.0 

1 


Table  33 


V61 


HOUSEHOLD  INCOME 


BY   V38 


DEV.FUND  JOB  TRAINING 


V61 


<=$25,000 


>$25,000 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V38 

YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

362 
83.6 
58.8 
46.0 

56 

12.9 

40.3 

7.1 

15 

3.5 

46.9 

1.9 

2 

254 
71.8 
41.2 
32.3 

83 
23.4 
59.7 

10.5 

17 

4.8 

53.1 

2.2 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


616 
78.3 


139 

17.7 


ROW 

TOTAL 


433 
55.0 


354 
45.0 


32     787 
4.1   100.0 


Table   34 


V62 


RACE 


BY      V38 


DEV.FUND  JOB  TRAINING 


V62 
WHITE 

BLACK 

HISPANIC 

ASIAN 


OTHER 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V38 
YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

448 
73.9 
62.6 
49.6 

131 
21.6 
87.9 
14.5 

27 

4.5 

71.1 

3.0 

2 

184 
91.1 
25.7 
20.4 

9 
4.5 
6.0 
1.0 

9 

4.5 

23.7 

1.0 

3 

42 

93.3 

5.9 

4.7 

2 
4.4 
1.3 
0.2 

1 
2.2 
2.6 

0.1 

4 

10 

71.4 

1.4 

1.1 

4 

28.6 

2.7 

0.4 

0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

5 

32 

88.9 

4.5 

3.5 

3 
8.3 
2.0 
0.3 

1 

2.8 
2.6 
0.1 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


716 
79.3 


149 
16.5 


38 
4.2 


ROW 
TOTAL 


606 
67.1 


202 
22.4 


45 
5.0 


14 
1.6 


36 
4.0 


903 
100.0 


Table  35 


V57 


YEARS  LIVED  IN  BOSTON 


BY   V38 


DEV.FUND  JOB  TRAINING 


V38 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

9 

VR7 

1 

233 

80 

19 

332 

<=10  YEARS 

70.2 

24.1 

5.7 

36.1 

32.0 

51.9 

50.0 

2  " 

25.3 

8.7 

2.1 

495 

74 

19 

588 

>10  YEARS 

84.2 

12.6 

3.2 

63.9 

68.0 

48.1 

50.0 

COLUMN 

53.8 

8.0 

2.1 

728 

154 

38 

920 

TOTAL 

79.1 

16.7 

4.1 

100.0 

Table   36 


V58 


EMPLOYMENT    STATUS 


BY   V38 


DEV.FUND  JOB  TRAINING 


V38 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

9 

\7^ft 

1 

490 

128 

27 

645 

EMPLOYED 

76.0 

19.8 

4.2 

70.3 

67.3 

83.7 

73.0 

53.4 

13.9 

2.9 

2 

70 

6 

1 

77 

LOOKING 

90.9 

7.8 

1.3 

8.4 

9.6 

3.9 

2.7 

7.6 

0.7 

0.1 

3 

92 

10 

2 

104 

NO  LOOKING 

88.5 

9.6 

1.9 

11.  3 

12.6 

6.5 

5.4 

10.0 

1.1 

0.2 

4 

76 

9 

7 

92 

RETIRED 

82.6 

9.8 

7.6 

10.0 

10.4 

5.9 

18.9 

8.3 

1.0 

0.8 

COLUMN 

728 

153 

37 

918 

TOTAL 

79.3 

16.7 

4.0 

100.0 

159)  said  no.  Blacks  and  Hispanics  showed  a  stronger  tendency 
toward  favorability  than  Whites  or  Asians.  Lower  income  respon- 
dents, those  looking  for  a  job  and  long-time  residents  of  Boston 
all  tended  to  be  more  favorable  about  developers  funding  job 
training  programs . 

Developers  Funding  the  Provision  of  Day  Care 

Sixty-eight  percent  of  the  respondents  (or  645)  favored 
developers  funding  the  provision  of  day  care,  while  26%  (or  245) 
said  no.  A  tendency  of  more  favorability  toward  funding  of  day 
care  by  developers  was  shown  by  minorities ,  those  respondents  in 
the  lower  income  bracket  and  unemployed  respondents  looking  for 
work.  Older  respondents  tended  to  voice  more  uncertainty  about 
this  requirement. 

Developers  Satisfying  Hiring  Regulations 

Whether  developers  should  obey  hiring  regulations  for  minorities, 
women  and  Boston  residents  was  answered  favorably  by  88%  (or  839) 
of  the  respondents  overall.  All  Hispanics  and  Asians  (100%)  who 
expressed  an  opinion  about  this  said  yes,  to  fortify  a  strong 
tendency  of  favorability  on  their  parts.  Blacks  also  tended  to  be 
more  favorable  than  Whites. 


Tying  Downtown  Development  to  Development  of  Neighborhood  Sites 

There  was  less  overall  support  for  tying  downtown  development  to 
neighborhood  sites,  with  62%  (or  680)  saying  yes  to  this  ques- 
tion. Twenty-three  percent  or  (253)  said  no  and  14%  or  (156)  said 
they  didn't  know.  Blacks  and  Hispanics  tended  to  be  more 
favorable  towards  this  type  of  linkage  as  did  younger  respondents 
and  the  unemployed  (either  looking  or  not).  Older  respondents 
tended  to  be  more  uncertain  about  tying  downtown  development  to 
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Table   37 


V62 


RACE 


BY      V39 


DEV.FUND  DAY  CARE 


V62 


WHITE 


BLACK 


HISPANIC 


ASIAN 


OTHER 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V39 
YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

382 
62.8 
62.0 
42.2 

187 
30.8 
81.0 
20.7 

39 

6.4 

67.2 

4.3 

2 

155 
77.1 
25.2 
17.1 

33 

16.4 

14.3 

3.6 

13 

6.5 

22.4 

1.4 

3 

40 

88.9 

6.5 

4.4 

2 
4.4 
0.9 
0.2 

3 
6.7 
5.2 
0.3 

4 

11 

78.6 

1.8 

1.2 

3 
21.4 

1.3 
0.3 

0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

5 

28 

75.7 

4.5 

3.1 

6 

16.2 

2.6 

0.7 

3 
8.1 
5.2 
0.3 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


616 
68.1 


231 
25.5 


58 
6.4 


ROW 
TOTAL 


608 
67.2 


201 
22.2 


45 
5.0 


14 
1.5 


37 
4.1 


905 
100.0 


Table    38 


V61 


HOUSEHOLD    INCOME 


BY   V39 


DEV.FUND  DAY  CARE 


V61 


<=$25,000 


>$25,000 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V39 
YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

323 
74.4 
60.4 
40.9 

86 

19.8 
41.5 
10.9 

25 

5.8 

53.2 

3.2 

2 

212 
59.7 
39.6 
26.9 

121 
34.1 
58.5 
15.3 

22 

6.2 

46.8 

2.8 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


535 
67.8 


207 
26.2 


47 
6.0 


ROW 

TOTAL 


434 
55.0 


355 
45.0 


789 
100.0 


Table   40 


V58 


EMPLOYMENT    STATUS 


BY   V39 


DEV.FUND  DAY  CARE 


V39 


COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

9 

V  D  0 

1 

429 

177 

37 

643 

EMPLOYED 

66.7 

27.5 

5.8 

69.9 

68.8 

74.4 

63.8 

46.6 

19.2 

4.0 

2 

59 

15 

4 

78 

LOOKING 

75.6 

19.2 

5.1 

8.5 

9.5 

6.3 

6.9 

6.4 

1.6 

0.4 

3 

77 

28 

2 

107 

NO  LOOKING 

72.0 

26.2 

1.9 

11.6 

12.3 

11.8 

3.4 

8.4 

3.0 

0.2 

4 

59 

18 

15 

92 

RETIRED 

64.1 

19.6 

16.3 

10.0 

9.5 

7.6 

25.9 

6.4 

2.0 

1.6 

COLUMN 

624 

238 

58 

920 

TOTAL 

67.8 

25.9 

6.3 

100.0 

Table   41 


V60 


AGE 


BY      V39 


DEV.FUND  DAY  CARE 


V60 


18-32  YRS 


33-55  YRS 


56+  YRS 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V39 

YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

331 
69.8 
53.1 
36.1 

123 
25.9 
51.7 
13.4 

20 

4.2 

35.7 

2.2 

2 

210 
68.4 
33.7 
22.9 

81 

26.4 

34.0 

8.8 

16 

5.2 

28.6 

1.7 

3 

82 

60.3 

13.2 

8.9 

34 

25.0 

14.3 

3.7 

20 

14.7 

35.7 

2.2 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


623 
67.9 


238 
26.0 


56 
6.1 


ROW 
TOTAL 


474 
51.7 


307 
33.5 


136 
14.8 


917 

100.0 


Table   42 


V62 


RACE 


BY      V40 


DEV.OBEY  HIRING  REGS? 


V40 


V62 


WHITE 


BLACK 


HISPANIC 


ASIAN 


OTHER 


COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

9 

1 

520 

67 

21 

608 

85.5 

11.0 

3.5 

67.2 

65.1 

89.3 

67.7 

57.5 

7.4 

2.3 

2 

188 

6 

6 

200 

94.0 

3.0 

3.0 

22.1 

23.5 

8.0 

19.4 

20.8 

0.7 

0.7 

3 

42 

0 

3 

45 

93.3 

0.0 

6.7 

5.0 

5.3 

0.0 

9.7 

4.6 

0.0 

0.3 

4 

14 

0 

0 

14 

100.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.5 

1.8 

0.0 

0.0 

1.5 

0.0 

0.0 

5 

35 

2 

1 

38 

92.1 

5.3 

2.6 

4.2 

4.4 

2.7 

3.2 

3.9 

0.2 

0.1 

COLUMN 

799 

75 

31 

905 

TOTAL 

88.3 

8.3 

3.4 

100.0 

Table  43 


V62 


RACE 


BY      V41 


DEV.TIED  NEIGH. SITES? 


V62 


WHITE 


BLACK 


HISPANIC 


ASIAN 


OTHER 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V41 
YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

423 
60.5 
66.0 
41.0 

183 
26.2 
75.3 
17.7 

93 

13.3 

63.3 

9.0 

2 

149 
68.3 
23.2 
14.5 

34 

15.6 

14.0 

3.3 

35 

16.1 

23.8 

3.4 

3 

35 

70.0 

5.5 

3.4 

7 

14.0 

2.9 

0.7 

8 

16.0 

5.4 

0.8 

4 

11 

64.7 

1.7 

1.1 

4 

23.5 

1.6 

0.4 

2 

11.8 
1.4 
0.2 

5 

23 

48.9 

3.6 

2.2 

15 

31.9 

6.2 

1.5 

9 

19.1 

6.1 

0.9 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


641 
62.2 


243 
23.6 


147 
14.3 


ROW 
TOTAL 


699 
67.8 


218 
21.1 


50 
4.8 


17 
1.6 


47 
4.6 


1031 
100.0 


Table  44 


V60 


AGE 


BY      V41 


DEV.TIED  NEIGH. SITES? 


V60 


18-32  YRS 


33-55  YRS 


56+  YRS 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V41 
YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

348 
65.7 
53.5 
33.3 

133 
25.1 
54.1 
12.7 

49 

9.2 

33.3 

4.7 

2 

219 
62.6 
33.6 
21.0 

70 

20.0 

28.5 

6.7 

61 

17.4 

41.5 

5.8 

3 

84 

51.2 

12.9 

8.0 

43 
26.2 

17.5 
4.1 

37 
22.6 
25.2 

3.5 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


651 
62.4 


246 
23.6 


147 
14.1 


ROW 

TOTAL 


530 
50.8 


350 
33.5 


164 
15.7 


1044 
100.0 


Table  45 


V58 


EMPLOYMENT    STATUS 


BY   V41 


DEV.TIED  NEIGH. SITES? 


V41 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

9 

UCD 

VjO 

1 

456 

178 

102 

736 

EMPLOYED 

62.0 

24.2 

13.9 

69.9 

69.7 

72.1 

67.1 

43.3 

16.9 

9.7 

2 

56 

18 

7 

81 

LOOKING 

69.1 

22.2 

8.6 

7.7 

8.6 

7.3 

4.6 

5.3 

1.7 

0.7 

3 

81 

25 

11 

117 

NO  LOOKING 

69.2 

21.4 

9.4 

11.1 

12.4 

10.1 

7.2 

7.7 

2.4 

1.0 

4 

61 

26 

32 

119 

RETIRED 

51.3 

21.8 

26.9 

11.3 

9.3 

10.5 

21  .1 

5.8 

2.5 

3.0 

COLUMN 

654 

247 

152 

1053 

TOTAL 

62.1 

23.5 

14.4 

100.0 

neighborhood  sites. 

Developers  Paying  to  Promote  Homeownership  Opportunities 

Seventy  percent  of  the  respondents  overall  said  yes  regarding 
developers  submitting  payments  to  promote  homeownership  oppor- 
tunities for  Boston  residents.  Seventeen  percent  said  no  while 
13%  didn't  know.  Favorability  tended  to  increase  with  minority 
status,  decreased  income  and  youth.  Retired  and  older  respondents 
tended  to  be  more  uncertain  about  this  idea. 

2 . 6   Attitudes  Towards  Modified  Zoning 

Four  questions  were  asked  of  the  respondents  concerning  Modified 
Zoning  proposals.  These  questions  sought  to  gauge  the  attitudes 
of  Boston  residents  to  the  city  imposing  laws  and  controls  upon 
new  buildings  which  would  be  constructed  in  the  city. 

Height  Limits 

Question  11  asked,  "Do  you  think  the  heights  of  new  downtown 
buildings  should  be  limited  by  law?"  Nearly  two  thirds  (709  or 
(62%)  of  the  1140  respondents  answered  yes;  almost  one  third  (359 
or  30%)  of  the  respondents  said  no.  If  they  answered  yes,  they 
were  asked  to  specify  in  which  part  of  the  city  they  felt  this 
law  should  apply.  While  there  were  12  areas  listed,  the  respon- 
dents were  not  "prompted".   Their  responses,  therefore,  reflect  a 
spontaneous  identification  of  areas  and  relatively  small  group- 
ings. A  chart  of  these  responses  is  listed  on  the  following  page. 

In  general,  the  majority  of  the  respondents  favor  limiting  the 
heights  of  new  buildings  by  law.  Whites  tended  to  be  slightly 
more  in  favor  of  these  height  limitations  than  did  other  groups. 
Those  respondents  who  earn  more  than  $25,000   per  year  also 
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Table   46 


V62 


RACE 


BY      V4  3 


DEV. PROMOTE  HOMEOWNEE 


V62 


WHITE 


BLACK 


HISPANIC 


ASIAN 


OTHER 


V4  3 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

3 

9 

1 

475 

124 

1 

80 

680 

69.9 

18.2 

0.1 

11.8 

67.5 

66.3 

74.3 

100.0 

64.5 

47.1 

12.3 

0.1 

7.9 

2 

161 

28 

0 

27 

216 

74.5 

13.0 

0.0 

12.5 

21.4 

22.5 

16.8 

0.0 

21.8 

16.0 

2.8 

0.0 

2.7 

3 

38 

4 

0 

8 

50 

76.0 

8.0 

0.0 

16.0 

5.0 

5.3 

2.4 

0.0 

6.5 

3.8 

0.4 

0.0 

0.8 

4 

13 

2 

0 

2 

17 

76.5 

11.8 

0.0 

11.8 

1.7 

1.8 

1.2 

0.0 

1.6 

1.3 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

5 

29 

9 

0 

7 

45 

64.4 

20.0 

0.0 

15.6 

4.5 

4.1 

5.4 

0.0 

5.6 

2.9 

0.9 

0.0 

0.7 

COLUMN 

716 

167 

1 

124 

1008 

TOTAL 

71.0 

16.6 

0.1 

12.3 

100.0 

Table  47 


V61 


HOUSEHOLD  INCOME 


BY   V4  3 


DEV. PROMOTE  HOMEOWNER 


V61 


<=$25,000 


>$25,000 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V43 

YES 

1 

NO 

2 

3 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

348 
74.4 
56.2 

40.1 

63 

13.5 

42.3 

7.3 

1 

0.2 

100.0 

0.1 

56 

12.0 

57.1 

6.5 

2 

271 
67.9 
43.8 
31.3 

86 

21.6 

57.7 

9.9 

0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

42 

10.5 

42.9 

4.8 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


619 
71.4 


149 
17.2 


1 
0.1 


98 

11.3 


ROW 

TOTAL 


468 
54.0 


399 
46.0 


867 
100.0 


[ 
[ 


Table  48 


V60 


AGE 


BY      V4  3 


DEV. PROMOTE  HOMEOWNER 


V60 


18-32  YRS 


33-55  YRS 


56+  YRS 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V43 
YES 

1 

NO 

2 

3 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

405 
77.3 
56.1 
39.6 

71 

13.5 

40.3 

6.9 

0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

48 

9.2 

39.0 

4.7 

2 

229 
67.6 
31.7 
22.4 

68 

20.1 

38.6 

6.7 

0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

42 

12.4 

34.1 

4.1 

3 

88 

55.3 

12.2 

8.6 

37 
23.3 

21.0 
3.6 

1 

0.6 

100.0 

0.1 

33 

20.8 

26.8 

3.2 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


722 
70.6 


176 
17  .2 


1 
0.1 


123 
12.0 


ROW 
TOTAL 


524 

51.3 


339 
33.2 


159 
15.6 


1022 
100.0 


Table   49 


V58 


EMPLOYMENT    STATUS 


BY      V4  3 


DEV. PROMOTE    HOMEOWNER 


V4  3 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

3 

9 

1 

502 

136 

0 

77 

715 

EMPLOYED 

70.2 

19.0 

0.0 

10.8 

69.4 

69.2 

77.3 

0.0 

59.7 

48.7 

13.2 

0.0 

7.5 

2 

60 

12 

0 

7 

79 

LOOKING 

75.9 

15.2 

0.0 

8.9 

7  .7 

8.3 

6.8 

0.0 

5.4 

5.8 

1.2 

0.0 

0.7 

3 

93 

8 

0 

17 

118 

NO  LOOKING 

78.8 

6.8 

0.0 

14.4 

11.4 

12.8 

4.5 

0.0 

13.2 

9.0 

0.8 

0.0 

1.6 

4 

70 

20 

1 

28 

119 

RETIRED 

58.8 

16.8 

0.8 

23.5 

11.5 

9.7 

11.4 

100.0 

21.7 

6.8 

1.9 

0.1 

2.7 

COLUMN 

725 

176 

1 

129 

1031 

TOTAL 

70.3 

17.1 

0.1 

12.5 

100.0 

[ 
[ 


Table   50 


V62 


RACE 


BY      Vll 


GEN. HEIGHT  LIMITS? 


V62 
WHITE 


BLACK 


HISPANIC 


ASIAN 


OTHER 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

Vll 
YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

461 
64.3 
69.7 
43.5 

224 
31.2 
66.5 

21.1 

32 
4.5 

51.6 
3.0 

2 

140 
61.4 
21.2 
13.2 

67 

29.4 

19.9 

6.3 

21 
9.2 

33.9 
2.0 

3 

27 

52.9 

4.1 

2.5 

19 

37.3 

5.6 

1.8 

5 
9.8 
8.1 

0.5 

4 

4 

25.0 

0.6 

0.4 

11 

68.8 

3.3 

1.0 

1 
6.3 
1.6 
0.1 

5 

29 

60.4 

4.4 

2.7 

16 

33.3 

4.7 

1.5 

3 
6.3 
4.8 

0.3 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


661 
62.4 


337 
31.8 


62 
5.8 


ROW 
TOTAL 


717 
67.6 


228 
21.5 


51 

4.8 


16 
1.5 


48 
4.5 


1060 
100.0 


Table  51 


V61 


HOUSEHOLD  INCOME 


BY   VI 1 


GEN. HEIGHT  LIMITS? 


V61 


<=$25,000 


>$25,000 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

Vll 
YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

308 
61.5 
52.7 
33.7 

163 
32.5 
58.0 
17.9 

30 

6.0 

62.5 

3.3 

2 

276 

67.0 
47  .  3 
30.2 

118 
28.6 
42.0 
12.9 

18 

4  .4 

37  .5 

2.0 

ROW 

TOTAL 


501 
54.9 


412 

45.1 


COLUMN 

584 

281 

48 

913 

TOTAL 

64.0 

30.8 

5.3 

100.0 

L 


i, 


[ 


Table   52 


V60 


AGE 


BY      Vll 


GEN. HEIGHT  LIMITS? 


V60 


18-32  YRS 


33-55  YRS 


56+  YRS 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

Vll 

YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

296 
54.8 
44.2 
27.6 

215 
39.8 
62.9 
20.0 

29 

5.4 

46.0 

2.7 

2 

251 
70.1 
37.5 
23.4 

84 

23.5 

24.6 

7.8 

23 

6.4 

36.5 

2.1 

3 

122 
69.3 

18.2 
11.4 

43 

24.4 

12.6 

4.0 

11 

6.3 

17.5 

1.0 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


669 
62.3 


342 
31.8 


ROW 
TOTAL 


540 
50.3 


358 
33.3 


176 

16.4 


63    1074 
5.9   100.0 


Table   53 


V58 


EMPLOYMENT    STATUS 


BY   VI 1 


GEN. HEIGHT  LIMITS? 


Vll 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

9 

V58 

1 

470 

237 

43 

750 

EMPLOYED 

62.7 

31.6 

5.7 

69.2 

69.7 

68.7 

66.2 

2 

43.4 

21.9 

4.0 

40 

37 

6 

83 

LOOKING 

48.2 

44.6 

7.2 

7.7 

5.9 

10.7 

9.2 

3 

3.7 

3.4 

0.6 

68 

47 

8 

123 

NO  LOOKING 

55.3 

38.2 

6.5 

11.3 

10.1 

13.6 

12.3 

4 

6.3 

4.3 

0.7 

96 

24 

8 

128 

RETIRED 

75.0 

18.8 

6.3 

11.8 

14.2 

7.0 

12.3 

COLUMN 

8.9 

2.2 

0.7 

674 

345 

65 

1084 

TOTAL 

62.2 

31.8 

6.0 

100.0 

Table   54 


V62 


RACE 


BY      V2 


NEW    ZONING   GOOD? 


V2 


COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

9 

V62 

1 

580 

92 

48 

720 

WHITE 

80.6 

12.8 

6.7 

68.2 

67.9 

71.3 

65.8 

2 

54.9 

8.7 

4.5 

178 

26 

19 

223 

BLACK 

79.8 

11.7 

8.5 

21.1 

20.8 

20.2 

26.0 

3 

16.9 

2.5 

1.8 

48 

0 

3 

51 

HISPANIC 

94.1 

0.0 

5.9 

4.8 

5.6 

0.0 

4.1 

4 

4.5 

0.0 

0.3 

14 

1 

1 

16 

ASIAN 

87.5 

6.3 

6.3 

1.5 

1.6 

0.8 

1.4 

1.3 

0.1 

0.1 

5 

34 

10 

2 

46 

OTHER 

73.9 

21.7 

4.3 

4.4 

4.0 

7.8 

2.7 

COLUMN 

3.2 

0.9 

0.2 

854 

129 

73 

1056 

TOTAL 

80.9 

12.2 

6.9 

100.0 

r 

I 


Table   55 


V60 


AGE 


BY      V2 


NEW  ZONING  GOOD? 


V60 


18-32  YRS 


33-55  YRS 


56+  YRS 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V2 

YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

442 
81.9 
51.5 
41.4 

61 

11.3 

46.6 

5.7 

37 

6.9 

46.8 

3.5 

2 

289 
81.2 
33.7 
27.1 

40 

11.2 

30.5 

3.7 

27 

7.6 

34.2 

2.5 

3 

127 
73.8 
14.8 
11.9 

30 

17.4 

22.9 

2.8 

15 

8.7 

19.0 

1.4 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


858 
80.3 


131 
12.3 


79 
7.4 


ROW 
TOTAL 


540 
50.6 


356 
33.3 


172 
16.1 


1068 
100.0 


r 


Table  56 


V60 


AGE 


BY   V50 


PRIORITY  AREAS  GOOD  IDE/ 


V60 


18-32  YRS 


33-55  YRS 


56+  YRS 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V50 
YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

390 
72.1 
53.6 
36.4 

90 

16.6 

45.9 

8.4 

61 

11.3 

41.5 

5.7 

2 

240 
67.6 

33.0 
22.4 

68 

19.2 

34.7 

6.4 

47 

13.2 

32.0 

4.4 

3 

97 

55.7 

13.3 

9.1 

38 

21.8 

19.4 

3.6 

39 
22.4 
26.5 

3.6 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


727 
67.9 


196 
18.3 


147 
13.7 


ROW 
TOTAL 


541 
50.6 


355 
33.2 


174 
16.3 


1070 
100.0 


Table   57 


V58 


EMPLOYMENT    STATUS 


BY   V50 


PRIORITY  AREAS  GOOD  IDEA 


V50 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

9 

V58 

1 

514 

139 

98 

751 

EMPLOYED 

68.4 

18.5 

13.0 

69.5 

70.1 

70.2 

65.3 

2 

47.5 

12.9 

9.1 

61 

12 

9 

82 

LOOKING 

74.4 

14.6 

11.0 

7.6 

8.3 

6.1 

6.0 

3 

5.6 

1.1 

0.8 

88 

22 

11 

121 

NO  LOOKING 

72.7 

18.2 

9.1 

11.2 

12.0 

11.1 

7.3 

4 

8.1 

2.0 

1.0 

70 

25 

32 

127 

RETIRED 

55.1 

19.7 

25.2 

11.7 

9.5 

12.6 

21.3 

COLUMN 

6.5 

2.3 

3.0 

733 

198 

150 

1081 

TOTAL 

67.8 

18.3 

13.9 

100.0 

I 

[ 


Table  58 


V57 


YEARS  LIVED  IN  BOSTON 


BY   V51 


RESIDENTS  JOB  PRIORITY? 


V51 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

V57 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

9 

1 

237 

144 

12 

393 

<  =  10 

YEARS 

60.3 

36.6 

3.1 

37.1 

30.9 

55.4 

38.7 

2 

22.4 

13.6 

1.1 

531 

116 

19 

666 

>10 

YEARS 

79.7 

17.4 

2.9 

62.9 

69.1 

44.6 

61.3 

COLUMN 

50.1 

11.0 

1.8 

768 

260 

31 

1059 

TOTAL 

72.5 

24.6 

2.9 

100.0 

I 
[ 


Table  59 


V60 


AGE 


BY      V51 


RESIDENTS  JOB  PRIORITY? 


V60 


18-32  YRS 


33-55  YRS 


56+  YRS 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V51 
YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

358 
67.3 
47.3 
34.4 

159 
29.9 
62.6 

15.3 

15 

2.8 

50.0 

1.4 

2 

268 
78.1 
35.4 
25.7 

65 

19.0 

25.6 

6.2 

10 

2.9 

33.3 

1.0 

3 

131 
78.9 
17.3 
12.6 

30 

18.1 

11.8 

2.9 

5 

3.0 

16.7 

0.5 

COLUMN      757     254      30 
TOTAL      72.7    24.4     2.9 


ROW 
TOTAL 


532 
51.1 


343 
32.9 


166 
15.9 


1041 
100.0 


Table   60 


V58 


EMPLOYMENT    STATUS 


BY   V51 


RESIDENTS  JOB  PRIORITY? 


V51 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

9 

\/c;  q 

V  O  o 

1 

518 

193 

20 

731 

EMPLOYED 

70.9 

26.4 

2.7 

69.6 

68.1 

74.5 

64.5 

49.3 

18.4 

1.9 

2 

62 

17 

1 

80 

LOOKING 

77.5 

21.3 

1.3 

7.6 

8.1 

6.6 

3.2 

5.9 

1.6 

0.1 

3 

80 

33 

4 

117 

NO  LOOKING 

68.4 

28.2 

3.4 

11.1 

10.5 

12.7 

12.9 

7.6 

3.1 

0.4 

4 

101 

16 

6 

123 

RETIRED 

82.1 

13.0 

4.9 

11.7 

13.3 

6.2 

19.4 

9.6 

1.5 

0.6 

COLUMN 

761 

259 

31 

1051 

TOTAL 

72.4 

24.6 

2.9 

100.0 

Table   61 


V62 


RACE 


BY      V51 


RESIDENTS  JOB  PRIORITY? 


V62 
WHITE 


BLACK 


HISPANIC 


ASIAN 


OTHER 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V51 
YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

483 
69.6 
64.5 
47.0 

189 
27.2 
76.5 
18.4 

22 
3.2 

71.0 
2.1 

2 

181 
82.6 
24.2 
17.6 

35 

16.0 

14.2 

3.4 

3 
1.4 
9.7 
0.3 

3 

40 

78.4 

5.3 

3.9 

8 

15.7 

3.2 

0.8 

3 
5.9 
9.7 

0.3 

4 

12 

70.6 

1.6 

1.2 

5 

29.4 

2.0 

0.5 

0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

5 

33 

71.7 

4.4 

3.2 

10 

21.7 

4.0 

1.0 

3 
6.5 
9.7 
0.3 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


749 
72.9 


247 
24.1 


31 
3.0 


ROW 
TOTAL 


694 
67.6 


219 
21.3 


51 
5.0 


17 
1.7 


46 
4.5 


1027 
100.0 


tended  to  be  slightly  more  in  favor  of  this  restriction  than 
those  who  earn  less.  Further,  individuals  between  18-25  years  of 
age  tend  be  slightly  less  supportive  than  older  respondents. 
Unemployed  persons  were  also  less  apt  to  favor  these  height 
restrictions  than  those  who  work  or  retired  persons  who  showed 
the  greatest  tendency  to  favor  height  limitations. 

Protection  of  Historic  Landmarks 

The  survey   also  asked  (Q26)  if  " —  strong  controls  should 
protect  buildings  of  historical  or  architectural  importance  in 
downtown  Boston?"  The  responses  to  this  question  were  overwhelm- 
ingly favorable;  of  the  1127  respondents,  1052  (  or  89%)  were  in 
support . 

Inclusionary  Zoning 

Two  other  questions  addressed  zoning  concerns.  The  first,  Ques- 
tion 42  asked  if  "new  privately- financed  developments  should  be 
required  to  include  units  that  are  affordable  to  low  and  moderate 
incomes  households?"  There  were  1101  responses,  76%  (or  840)  of 
which  said  that  they  were  in  favor.  There  were,  however,  some 
minor  trends  established.  For  instance,  people  who  have  resided 
in  Boston  for  more  than  10  years  showed  a  notable  tendency  to 
support  this  approach,  while  those  who  had  lived  in  the  city  for 
a  shorter  period  were  less  apt.  Those  respondents  who  were 
unemployed  but  not  looking  for  work  were  less  likely  to  support 
this  type  of  control;  retired  persons  tended  to  be  slightly  more 
in  favor.  Individuals  who  earn  less  than  $25,000  showed  a  greater 
tendency  to  favor  this  control  as  well  while  individuals  who 
earned  higher  incomes  tended  to  be  in  lesser  agreement. 

Blacks  and  Hispanics   expressed  a  greater  tendency  than  did 
Whites  to  favor  developments  which  include  affordable  low  and 
moderate  income  housing. 

15 


Table  62 


V26 


LANDMARK  PROTECTION 
CODE 


CATEGORY  LABEL 

YES  1 

(1052  =  93.3%) 
NO  2 

(43  =  3.8%) 
DON'T  KNOW  9 

(32  =  2.8%) 


*********************************************** 


** 


0         20         40         60 

ADJUSTED  FREQUENCY  (PERCENT) 


80 


100 


Table  63 


V57 


YEARS  LIVED  IN  BOSTON 


BY   V42 


DEV . INC . AFFORD . HOUS . ? 


V57 


<=10  YEARS 


>10  YEARS 


V42 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

9 

1 

277 

86 

35 

S 

69.6 

21.6 

8.8 

33.8 

48.3 

46.7 

25.8 

8.0 

3.3 

2 

542 

92 

40 

80.4 

13.6 

5.9 

66.2 

51.7 

53.3 

50.6 

8.6 

3.7 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


819 
76.4 


178 
16.6 


75 
7.0 


ROW 

TOTAL 


398 
37.1 


674 
62.9 


1072 
100.0 


Table   64 


V58 


EMPLOYMENT    STATUS 


BY      V4  2 


DEV . INC . AFFORD . HOUS . ? 


V42 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

9 

V58 

1 

547 

140 

54 

741 

EMPLOYED 

73.8 

18.9 

7.3 

69.3 

67.1 

77.8 

72.0 

2 

51.1 

13.1 

5.0 

64 

12 

6 

82 

LOOKING 

78.0 

14.6 

7.3 

7.7 

7.9 

6.7 

8.0 

3 

6.0 

1.1 

0.6 

105 

16 

3 

124 

NO  LOOKING 

84.7 

12.9 

2.4 

11.6 

12.9 

8.9 

4.0 

4 

9.8 

1.5 

0.3 

99 

12 

12 

123 

RETIRED 

80.5 

9.8 

9.8 

11.5 

12.1 

6.7 

16.0 

COLUMN 

9.3 

1.1 

1.1 

815 

180 

75 

1070 

TOTAL 

76.2 

16.8 

7.0 

100.0 

Table   65 


V61 


HOUSEHOLD    INCOME 


BY   V4  2 


DEV . INC . AFFORD . HOUS . ? 


V61 


<=$25,000 


>$25,000 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V42 
YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

408 
82.9 
58.5 
45.3 

56 

11.4 

38.9 

6.2 

28 

5.7 

48.3 

3.1 

2 

290 
71.1 
41.5 
32.2 

88 

21.6 

61.1 

9.8 

30 

7.4 

51.7 

3.3 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


698 
77  .6 


144 
16.0 


ROW 

TOTAL 


492 
54.7 


408 
45.3 


58     900 
6.4   100.0 


Table   66 


V62 


RACE 


BY      V42 


DEV . INC . AFFORD . HOUS . ? 


V62 

WHITE 


BLACK 


HISPANIC 


ASIAN 


OTHER 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V42 
YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

523 
73.9 
64.9 
50.0 

142 
20.1 
84.0 
13.6 

43 

6.1 

60.6 

4.1 

2 

192 
85.7 
23.8 
18.4 

15 
6.7 
8.9 

1.4 

17 

7.6 

23.9 

1.6 

3 

43 

84.3 

5.3 

4.1 

3 
5.9 
1.8 
0.3 

5 
9.8 
7.0 
0.5 

4 

11 

64.7 

1.4 

1.1 

5 

29.4 

3.0 

0.5 

1 
5.9 

1  .4 
0.1 

5 

37 

80.4 

4.6 

3.5 

4 
8.7 
2.4 
0.4 

5 

10.9 

7.0 

0.5 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


806 
77.1 


169 
16.2 


71 
6.8 


ROW 
TOTAL 


708 
67.7 


224 
21.4 


51 
4.9 


17 
1.6 


46 

4.4 


1046 
100.0 


Incentives  to  Developers  to  Produce  Housing  Downtown 

The  final  zoning  question  (Q45)  dealt  less  with  controls  and  more 
with  incentives.  It  asked,  "Do  you  think  the  city  should  provide 
zoning  incentives  to  encourage  the  production  of  housing 

downtown?"  Respondents  to  this  question  numbered  1084,  of  which 
two  thirds  (728  or  67%)  said  that  they  were  in  favor;  and  an  ad- 
ditional 23%  (or  247)  responded  negatively.  The  residents  who 
have  lived  in  the  city  for  less  than  10  years  were  slightly  more 
likely  to  favor  the  developmental  incentive  than  those  who  have 
lived  in  Boston  for  a  longer  period.  The  respondents  who  were 
employed  or  unemployed  but  looking  for  work   tended  to  show  more 
favorability ,  while  retired  persons  exhibited   a  lesser  tendency 
to  support  incentives.  Young  adults  (between  18  -  32  years  of 
age)  and  lower  income  respondents  also  tended  to  support  incen- 
tives. Blacks  and  Hispanics  tended  to  support  incentives  to 
development  more  than  Whites. 


2 • 7  Attitudes  Towards  a  New  Boston  Garden 

When  asked  whether  they  would  support  building  a  new  Boston  Gar- 
den, an  overwhelming  762  (71%)  answered  yes,  216  (20%)  said  no, 
and  90  (8%)  did  not  know.   There  was  a  tendency  for  people  who 
have  lived  in  Boston  for  more  than  ten  years  to  be  more  favorable 
to  building  a  New  Boston  Garden,  than  respondents  who  have  been 
here  less  than  ten. 

Regardless  of  respondents  employment  status,  income  or  age  there 
was  an  overall  tendency  to  favor  the  building  of  a  New  Boston 
Garden. 
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Table  67 


V57 


YEARS  LIVED  IN  BOSTON 


BY   V45 


ENCOURAGE  HOUSING  DTOWN 


V57 


<=10  YEARS 


>10  YEARS 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V45 
YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 
S 

274 
69.9 
38.2 
25.8 

84 

21.4 

34.7 

7.9 

34 

8.7 

32.4 

3.2 

2 

443 
65.9 
61.8 
41.6 

158 
23.5 
65.3 
14.8 

71 

10.6 

67.6 

6.7 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


717 
67.4 


242 
22.7 


105 
9.9 


ROW 
TOTAL 


392 
36.8 


672 
63.2 


1064 
100.0 


Table   68 


V58 


EMPLOYMENT    STATUS 


BY   V45 


ENCOURAGE  HOUSING  DTOWN 


V45 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

9 

\/c;  q 

voo 

1 

503 

167 

60 

730 

EMPLOYED 

68.9 

22.9 

8.2 

69.2 

70.7 

69.3 

58.3 

47.7 

15.8 

5.7 

2 

58 

14 

8 

80 

LOOKING 

72.5 

17.5 

10.0 

7.6 

8.2 

5.8 

7.8 

5.5 

1.3 

0.8 

3 

78 

33 

9 

120 

NO  LOOKING 

65.0 

27.5 

7.5 

11.4 

11.0 

13.7 

8.7 

7.4 

3.1 

0.9 

4 

72 

27 

26 

125 

RETIRED 

57.6 

21.6 

20.8 

11.8 

10.1 

11.2 

25.2 

6.8 

2.6 

2.5 

COLUMN 

711 

241 

103 

1055 

TOTAL 

67.4 

22.8 

9.8 

100.0 

Table  69 


V60 


AGE 


BY   V45 


ENCOURAGE  HOUSING  DTOWf 


V60 


18-32  YRS 


33-55  YRS 


56+  YRS 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V45 

YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

380 
71.6 
53.7 
36.4 

115 
21.7 
49.1 
11.0 

36 
6.8 

35.3 
3.4 

2 

229 
66.4 
32.3 
21.9 

80 

23.2 

34.2 

7.7 

36 

10.4 

35.3 

3.4 

3 

99 

58.9 

14.0 

9.5 

39 
23.2 

16.7 
3.7 

30 

17.9 

29.4 

2.9 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


708 
67.8 


234 
22.4 


102 
9.8 


ROW 

TOTAL 


531 
50.9 


345 
33.0 


168 

16  .1 


1044 
100.0 


Table  70 


V62 


RACE 


BY   V45 


ENCOURAGE  HOUSING  DTOW> 


V62 
WHITE 


BLACK 


HISPANIC 


ASIAN 


OTHER 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V45 
YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 

469 
67.4 
66.7 
45.4 

164 
23.6 
71.9 
15.9 

63 

9.1 

62.4 

6.1 

2 

155 
69.5 
22.0 
15.0 

43 

19.3 

18.9 

4.2 

25 

11.2 

24.8 

2.4 

3 

40 

78.4 

5.7 

3.9 

6 

11.8 

2.6 

0.6 

5 
9.8 
5.0 

0.5 

4 

11 

64.7 

1.6 

1.1 

4 

23.5 

1.8 

0.4 

2 

11.8 

2.0 

0.2 

5 

28 

62.2 

4.0 

2.7 

11 

24.4 

4.8 

1.1 

6 

13.3 

5.9 

0.6 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


703 
68.1 


228 
22.1 


101 
9.8 


ROW 

TOTAL 


696 
67.4 


223 
21.6 


51 
4.9 


17 
1.6 


45 
4.4 


1032 
100.0 


Attitudes  Towards  Public  Funding  For  a  New  Boston  Garden 

Of  the  1179  respondents  surveyed,  548  (or  67%)  favored  public 
funding  while  216  (or  27%)  said  no.  Of  the  respondents  who 
favored  public  funding  for  the  New  Boston  Garden  there  were 
really  no  significant  differences  between  respondents  who  have 
lived  here  more  than  ten  years  to  those  who  have  been  here  less 
time.  The  same  appears  to  hold  true  for  those  respondents  opposed 
to  public  funding. 

• 

Once  again  employment  status  or  age  did  not  seem  to  affect 
respondents  positive  or  negative  feelings  towards  public  funding 
for  the  new  Garden.   Overall  there  appears  to  be  a  positive  at- 
titude towards  public  funding  for  the  project. 


2.8   Attitudes  Toward  Development  Over  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike 

When  respondents  were  asked  if  the  city  should  permit  the 
development  of  commercial  projects  on  air  rights  over  the  Mas- 
sachusetts Turnpike,  less  than  half  of  the  1179  respondents  (493 
or  46%)  favored  the  development.  Three  hundred  forty-four  (or 
32%)  of  the  remaining  group  were  opposed  to  it,  while  19%  (or 
228)  did  not  know  whether  it  was  good  or  not. 
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Table  71 


V57 


YEARS  LIVED  IN  BOSTON 


BY   V54 


BUILD  NEW  BOSTON  GARDEN-; 


V57 


<=10  YEARS 


>10  YEARS 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 

V54 
YES 

1 

NO 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 
9 

1 
S 

264 
67.5 
34.9 
25.0 

91 

23.3 

42.5 

8.6 

36 

9.2 

40.9 

3.4 

2 

492 
73.8 
65.1 
46.5 

123 
18.4 
57.5 

11.6 

52 

7.8 

59.1 

4.9 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 


756 
71.5 


214 
20.2 


88 
8.3 


ROW 
TOTAL 


391 
37.0 


667 
63.0 


1058 
100.0 


Table  72 


V57 


YEARS  LIVED  IN  BOSTON 


BY   V55 


PUBLIC  FUND  NEW  GARDEN? 


V55 

COUNT 

ROW  PCT 

YES 

NO 

DON'T 

ROW 

COL  PCT 

KNOW 

TOTAL 

V57 

TOT  PCT 

1 

2 

5 

9 

1 

199 

68 

1 

19 

287 

<  =  10 

YEARS 

69.3 

23.7 

0.3 

6.6 

35.5 

36.6 

31.9 

100.0 

37.3 

2 

24.6 

8.4 

0.1 

2.3 

345 

145 

0 

32 

522 

>10 

YEARS 

66.1 

27.8 

0.0 

6.1 

64.5 

63.4 

68.1 

0.0 

62.7 

COLUMN 

42.6 

17.9 

0.0 

4.0 

544 

213 

1 

51 

809 

TOTAL 

67.2 

26.3 

0.1 

6.3 

100.0 

3.0  Summary 

The  intent  of  this  study  was  to  guage  the  attitude  of  the  people 
of  Boston  toward  downtown  in  general  and  specifically  regarding 
development  in  downtown  Boston.  It  came  on  the  eve  of  a  major 
proposal  by  the  City  of  Boston  for  significant  changes  in  the  way 
the  development  process  is  carried  out  by  the  Boston  Redevelop- 
ment Authority. 

Boston  residents  overwhelmingly  like  shopping  more  than  anything 
else  about  downtown.  Walkability  and  location  were  a  distant 
second  and  third,  respectively.  They  were  similarly  unified  in 
their  strong  dislike  of  the  traffic  downtown,  with  parking  and 
safety  as  second  and  third  negative  attributes.  Although  nearly 
two-thirds  of  them  feel  wind,  shadows,  air  and  water  pollution 
are  major  downtown  problems,  42%  of  them  would  like  to  live 
downtown.  Half  of  the  respondents  feel  the  quality  of  life 
downtown  has  improved  over  the  last  five  years  and  59%  feel  op- 
timistic that  the  quality  of  life  downtown  will  improve  in  the 
next  five  years. 

Traffic  is  perceived  as  a  major  problem  downtown  and  less  than 
half  of  the  respondents  feel  all  areas  of  the  city  are  well 
served  by  the  T.  Service  between  neighborhoods  and  between 
downtown  and  the  neighborhoods  are  seen  as  needing  improvement. 

The  proposed  changes  in  the  development  process  include: 

1.  new  zoning  restrictions  on  the  height  and  density  of  new 
buildings: 

2 .  an  overall  balance  of  types  of  development  ( an  attempt  to 
reach  a  healthy  combination  of  commercial  and  institu- 
tional viability  with  residential  and  personal 
livability ) ; 
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3 .  and  a  realization  of  the  committment  that  major  commer- 
cial development  projects  will  not  be  built  in  a  vacuum  - 
that  as  they  require  the  rest  of  the  city  to  endure  the 
financial,  environmental  and  administrative  burden  of  new 
construction,  they  must  include  the  indigenous  (and  often 
less  fortunate)  elements  of  the  city  in  the  rewards 
deriving  from  their  endeavors. 

The  respondents  to  this  survey  were  very  clear  in  their  general 
support  for  changes  in  the  development  process  and  that  support 
cut  across  neighborhood,  race,  age,  income,  length  of  time  in 
Boston  and  employment  status  lines.  Bostonians  overwhelmingly 
(80%)  feel  that  the  city  should  use  zoning  and  land  use  planning 
regulations  to  improve  downtown  liveability  by  limiting  height 
and  density  of  new  buildings  and  making  more  land  available  for 
housing  and  open  space.  They  also  believe  (68%)  that  priority 
areas  for  new  development  on  the  edge  of  downtown  or  in  the 
neighborhoods  is  a  good  idea  and  that  Boston  residents  (73%) 
should  have  first  priority  on  the  new  permanent  jobs  in  downtown. 
Blacks  and  Hispanics  felt  particularly  strongly  about  this  idea. 

Boston  residents  feel  very  strongly  that  there  needs  to  be  addi- 
tional affordable  housing  in  the  downtown  area.   They  also  feel 
that  there  is  enough  commercial  and  institutional  development 
there  and  if  developers  want  to  create  more  of  it,  they  should: 

o  comply  with  the  city's  hiring  regulations  regarding 
minorities,  women  and  Boston  residents; 

o  contribute  to  the  creation  of  affordable  housing; 

o  contribute  to  neighborhood  revitalization 

o  fund  job  training  programs; 
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o  pay  to  promote  homeownership;  and 

o  pay  for  the  provision  of  day  care; 

In  essence  the  people  of  Boston  feel  developers  must  reciprocate 
for  the  privilege  of  developing  commercial  projects  downtown  by 
developing  properties  and  opportunities  for  people  in  the  neigh- 
borhoods. They  also  strongly  believe  that  the  heights  of  new 
downtown  buildings  should  be  limited  by  law  and  almost  nine  out 
of  ten  survey  participants  agreed  that  strong  controls  should 
protect  buildings  of  historic  or  architectural  importance  in 
downtown  Boston. 

Inclusionary  zoning  (that  new  privately-financed  housing  develop- 
ments be  required  to  include  units  that  are  affordable  to  low  and 
moderate  households)  is  seen  as  a  good  idea.  In  general,  Bos- 
tonians  feel  the  city  should  adopt  an  active  role  in  encouraging 
more  housing  downtown  through  the  use  of  incentives  to 
developers.  The  carrot  approach  (zoning  incentive  -  67% 
favorable)  was  less  atractive  to  people  than  the  stick 
(inclusionary  zoning  -  76%  favorable)  as  methods  for  stimulating 
housing  in  the  downtown  area.  Residents  who  had  been  here  longer 
were  less  likely  to  favor  incentives  than  newer  residents,  per- 
haps as  a  result  of  previous  experiences.  Blacks  and  Hispanics 
showed  greater  tendencies  to  favor  incentives  and  zoning 
strategies  in  this  regard. 

Almost  three  quarters  of  Boston  (71%)  support  the  building  of  a 
new  Boston  Garden  and  two  thirds  of  those  wanting  it  agreed  with 
public  funding  for  it.  These  sentiments  were  consistent  across 
groups.  Almost  half  of  the  respondents  favored  development  over 
the  Massachusetts  Turnpike.  Bostonians  favor  development,  but 
they  insist  that  developers  share  the  rewards  of  their  develop- 
ment with  the  people  of  Boston  through  jobs  and  housing  oppor- 
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tunities  and  with  the  neighborhoods  through  linkage  efforts.  In 
summary,  development  in  Boston  must  be  carried  out  with  two 
simple  things  in  mind,  balance  with  and  fairness  to  the  environ- 
ment and  people  that  are  already  there. 
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APPENDIX  A  -  Frequency  Tabulations 


crATISTICAL    LANGUAGE    FOR    MICROCOMPUTERS 


V2.  1  1 


PAGE  1 


1  RUN  NAME         SURVEY  OF  BOSTON  RESIDENTS  REGARDING  DEVELOPMENT  DOWNTOWN 

2  VARIABLE  LIST   NEIGHBOR, V1  TO  V62 ,  I  NT 

3  INPUT  FORMAT    F I XED( F2 . 0 , 7F 1 . 0 , 2F2 . 0 , 46F 1 . 0 , F2 . 0 , 2F 1 . 0 , F2 . 0 , 3F 1 . 0 , F3 . 0 ) 

^CORDING  TO  YOUR  INPUT  FORMAT,  VARIABLES  ARE  TO  BE  READ  AS  FOLLOWS. 
R I  ABLE  FORMAT   RECORD     COLUMNS 


EIGHBOR 


0 
1 
2 

3 
4 
5 
6 

7 
8 
9 
0 
1 

[2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
0 
1 

|2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 


F  2.0 

I        1-   2 

F  1  .0 

3-   3 

F  1  .0 

I       4-   4 

F  1  .0 

I       5-   5 

F  1  .0 

I       6-   6 

F  1  .0 

I       7-   7 

F  1  .0 

I       8-   8 

F  1  .0 

I       9-   9 

F  2.0 

I       10-11 

F  2.0 

I       12-  13 

F  1  .0 

I       14-14 

F  1  .0 

I       15-15 

F  1  .0 

I       16-16 

F  1  .0 

I       17-  17 

F  1  .0 

I       18-18 

F  1  .0 

I       19-19 

F  1  .0 

I      20-  20 

F  1  .0 

I      21-  21 

F  1  .0 

I      22-  22 

F  1  .0 

I      23-  23 

F  1  .0 

I      24-  24 

F  1  .0 

I      25-  25 

F  1  .0 

I      26-  26 

F  1  .0 

I      27-  27 

F  1  .0 

I      28-  28 

F  1  .0 

I      29-  29 

F  1  .0 

I      30-  30 

F  1  .0 

I      31-  31 

F  1  .0 

I      32-  32 

F  1  .0 

I      33-  33 

F  1  .0 

I      34-  34 

F  1  .0 

I      35-  35 

F  1.0 

I      36-  36 

F  1  .0 

I      37-  37 

F  1  .0 

1       38-  38 

F  1  .0 

1      39-  39 

F  1  .0 

1      40-  40 

F  1  .0 

1       41-  41 

F  1  .0 

1       42-  42 

F  1  .0 

1       43-  43 

;IRVEY  OF  BOSTON  RESIDENTS  REGARDING  DEVELOPMENT  DOWNTOWN 


PAGE  2 


3 

I 

'6 

I 

'9 
',0 

M 
'2 
'3 

X 

'6 
\1 

J8 

'9 

|0 
1 
2 

T 


F 

1 

0 

F 

1 

0 

F 

1 

0 

F 

■j 

0 

F 

1 

0 

F 

1 

0 

F 

1 

0 

F 

1 

.0 

F 

1 

.0 

F 

1 

.0 

F 

1 

.0 

F 

1 

.0 

F 

1 

.0 

F 

1 

.0 

F 

1 

.0 

F 

1 

.0 

F 

2 

.0 

F 

1 

.0 

F 

1 

.0 

F 

2 

.0 

F 

1 

.0 

F 

1 

.0 

F 

1 

.0 

F 

3 

.0 

1      44- 

44 

1      45- 

45 

1      46- 

46 

1      47- 

47 

1       48- 

48 

1       49- 

49 

1       50- 

50 

1      51- 

51 

1      52- 

52 

1      53- 

53 

1      54- 

54 

1      55- 

55 

1      56- 

56 

1      57- 

57 

1      58- 

58 

1      59- 

59 

1      60- 

61 

1      62- 

62 

1      63- 

63 

1      64- 

65 

1      66- 

66 

1      67- 

67 

1      68- 

68 

1      69- 

71 

E  INPUT  FORMAT  PROVIDES  FOR  64  VARIABLES. 

PROVIDES  FOR  1  RECORDS  PER  CASE. 
.MAXIMUM  OF  71  COLUMNS  ARE  USED  ON  A  RECORD. 


PRINT    BACK 


NO 


FREQUENC     I     ES 


SEX 


.TEGORY  LABEL 

LE 
MALE 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

BLANK 

23 

2  .0 

2  .0 

2.0 

1 

529 

44  .9 

44.9 

46.8 

2 

627 

53.2 

53.2 

100.0 

TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


LID  CASES 


1  179 


MISS ING  CASES 
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__________FREQUENC  I  ES------------ 

NEW  ZONING  GOOD? 

RELATIVE   ADJUSTED     CUM 
ABSOLUTE 
EGORY  LABEL 

I'T  KNOW 

TOTAL     1179      100.0      100.0 

i.  I D  CASES    1156      MISSING  CASES      23 


ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

924 

78.4 

79.9 

79.9 

2 

141 

12.0 

12.2 

92.  1 

9 

91 

7.7 

7.9 

100.0 

BLANK 

23 

2.0 

MISS ING 

______FREQUENC  I  ES 

BETTER  VS. 5  YRS  AGO 


>-EGORY  LABEL 


J'T  KNOW 


RELAT I VE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

582 

49.4 

49.8 

49.8 

2 

303 

25.7 

25.9 

75.7 

9 

284 

24.  1 

24.3 

100.0 

BLANK 

10 

0.8 

MISS ING 

TOTAL      1179       100.0       100.0 


ID  CASES    1169      MISSING  CASES      10 


______FREQUENC  I  ES------------ 

COMMERCIAL  DEV . 

RELATIVE   ADJUSTED     CUM 
FREQ        FREQ 
EGORY  LABEL  CODE     FREQ       (PCT)       (PCT)       (PCT) 

)  MUCH 
)  LITTLE 
3HT  AMOUNT 
J'T  KNOW 

M 

TOTAL     1179      100.0      100.0 


ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

1 

427 

36.2 

2 

149 

12.6 

3 

504 

42.7 

9 

80 

6.8 

BLANK 

19 

1  .6 

36.8 

36 

8 

12.8 

49 

7 

43  .4 

93 

1 

6.9 

100 

0 

SSING 

VEY  OF  BOSTON  RESIDENTS  REGARDING  DEVELOPMENT  DOWNTOWN 


ID  CASES    1 160 


MISSING  CASES 


19 


FREQUENC  I  ES 


RESIDENTIAL  DEV . 


EGORY  LABEL 
MUCH 
LITTLE 
T  AMOUNT 

■  ' T  KNOW 


ID  CASES 


1  149 


TOTAL     1179 


MISSING  CASES 


100.0 


100.0 


30 


______FREQUENC  I  ES 

INSTITUTIONAL  DEV. 


EGORY  LABEL 

MUCH 

LITTLE 
HT  AMOUNT 
'T  KNOW 


ID  CASES 


1  144 


TOTAL     1179 


MISS ING  CASES 


100.0 


100.0 


35 


------FREQUENC  I  ES 

AFFORDABLE  HOUSING 


EGORY  LABEL 
)  MUCH 

LITTLE 
»HT  AMOUNT 
J'T  KNOW 


PAGE  4 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

157 

13.3 

13.7 

13.7 

2 

646 

54.8 

56.2 

69.9 

3 

262 

22.2 

22.8 

92.7 

9 

84 

7.  1 

7.3 

100.0 

LANK 

30 

2.5 

M I SS I NG 

RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

156 

13.2 

13.6 

13.6 

2 

381 

32.3 

33.3 

46.9 

3 

506 

42.9 

44.2 

91  .2 

9 

101 

8.6 

8.8 

100.0 

BLANK 

35 

3.0 

M I SS I NG 

RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

57 

4.8 

5.  1 

5.  1 

2 

901 

76.4 

80.2 

85.2 

3 

101 

8.6 

9.0 

94.2 

9 

65 

5.5 

5.8 

100.0 

BLANK 

55 

4.7 

M I SS I NG 

l*VEY  OF  BOSTON  RESIDENTS  REGARDING  DEVELOPMENT  DOWNTOWN 


TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


p.  ID  CASES    1  124 


MISSING  CASES 


55 


FREQUENC     I     ES 


100.0 


PAGE    5 


LIKE    MOST 


i'EGORY    LABEL 

.JNTNESS 

±.  CLIMATE 

liHTLIFE 

I'ERSITY 

!,KABLE 

:'iools 

e-URE 
AT  I  ON 
LDSTYLE 
ITORY 
THER 
'LINE 

.TRANS. 
OPPING 

;;taurant 

lATRE 


•' 


.- 


ERFRONT 


^ENSE 
HER 


DOWNTOWN 

RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

13 

1  .  1 

1  .3 

1  .3 

2 

51 

4.3 

5.0 

6.3 

3 

24 

2.0 

2.4 

8.6 

4 

30 

2.5 

2.9 

11.6 

5 

74 

6.3 

7.3 

18.8 

6 

8 

0.7 

0.8 

19.6 

7 

44 

3.7 

4.3 

23.9 

8 

63 

5.3 

6.2 

30.  1 

9 

47 

4.0 

4.6 

34.7 

10 

43 

3.6 

4.2 

39.0 

1  1 

5 

0.4 

0.5 

39.5 

12 

16 

1  .4 

1  .6 

41  .0 

13 

27 

2.3 

2.6 

43.7 

14 

326 

27.7 

32.0 

75.7 

15 

17 

1  .4 

1  .7 

77.3 

16 

16 

1  .4 

1  .6 

78.9 

17 

30 

2.5 

2.9 

81  .8 

18 

3 

0.3 

0.3 

82  .  1 

19 

182 

15.4 

17.9 

100.0 

BLANK 

160 

13.6 

MISS ING 

TOTAL  1179 


100.0 


100.0 


LID    CASES 


1019 


MISSING    CASES 


160 


FREQUENC     I     ES 


LIKE    LEAST    DOWNTOWN 


TEGORY    LABEL 
^FF  IC 
;. CLIMATE 
LUTION 
-100  LS 


CODE 
1 

2 
3 


ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

348 

38 

21 

1 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
29.5 

3.2 

1  .8 

0.  1 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
33.7 

3.7 

2.0 

0.  1 


CUM 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

33.7 

37.3 

39.4 

39.5 


VEY  OF  BOSTON  RESIDENTS  REGARDING  DEVELOPMENT  DOWNTOWN 


PAGE  6 


KABLE 

ETY 

URE 
MAT  I  ON 
ILDSTYLE 
)SE 

THER 

T 
TRANS. 
IPP ING 

(TAURANT 
.  K  I  NG 
ifENSE 

ER 


5 

19 

1  .6 

1  .8 

41  .3 

6 

96 

8.  1 

9.3 

50.6 

7 

4 

0.3 

0.4 

51  .0 

8 

6 

0.5 

0.6 

51  .5 

9 

15 

1  .3 

1  .5 

53.0 

10 

8 

0.7 

0.8 

53.8 

1  1 

2 

0.2 

0.2 

54.0 

12 

81 

6.9 

7.8 

61  .8 

13 

24 

2.0 

2.3 

64.  1 

14 

10 

0.8 

1  .0 

65.  1 

15 

6 

0.5 

0.6 

65.7 

17 

122 

10.3 

1  1  .8 

77.5 

18 

24 

2.0 

2.3 

79.8 

19 

209 

17.7 

20.2 

100.0 

NK 

145 

12.3 

M I SS I NG 

TOTAL     1179 


100.0 


100.0 


ID  CASES 


1034 


MISSING  CASES 


145 


------FREQUENC  I  ES 

WIND, ETC. .MAJ.PROBLM 


EGORY  LABEL 


*T  KNOW 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

723 

61  .3 

63.  1 

63.  1 

2 

31  1 

26.4 

27.  1 

90.2 

9 

1  12 

9.5 

9.8 

100.0 

BLANK 

33 

2.8 

MISSING 

TOTAL 

1  179 

100.0 

100.0 

ID  CASES 


1  146 


MISSING  CASES 


33 


FREQUENC  I  ES 


GEN. HEIGHT  LIMITS? 


EGORY  LABEL 


J'T  KNOW 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

709 

60.1 

62.2 

62.2 

2 

359 

30.4 

31  .5 

93.7 

9 

72 

6.  1 

6.3 

100.0 

BLANK 

39 

3.3 

MISS ING 

PURVEY  OF  BOSTON  RESIDENTS  REGARDING  DEVELOPMENT  DOWNTOWN  PAGE  7 

TOTAL     1179  100.0  100.0 

VALID  CASES    1140      MISSING  CASES      39 

4_____------FREQUENC  I  E  S  -  -  -  -  --------- 

12  H.L.F IN. DISTRICT 

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED     CUM 

ABSOLUTE  FREQ  FREQ        FREQ 

(aTEGORY  LABEL                CODE     FREQ  (PCT)  ( PCT )       ( PCT ) 

4es                          1      117  9-9  88-6      88-6 

NO                                2        6  0.5  4.5       93.2 

JDN'T  KNOW                       9        9  0.8  6.8      100.0 

BLANK     1047  88.8  MISSING 

-.                            TOTAL     1179  100.0  100.0 

J 

VALID  CASES     132      MISSING  CASES    1047 

1 

____________FREQUENC  I  ES------  ------- 

J13  H.L.B-BAY.B-HILL 

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED     CUM 

1                                     ABSOLUTE  FREQ  FREQ        FREQ 

TEGORY  LABEL                 CODE     FREQ  (PCT)  (PCT)       (PCT) 

YES                               1       93  7.9  86.9       86.9 

J                                2        7  0.6  6.5       93.5 

N ' T  KNOW                       9        7  0.6  6.5      100.0 

BLANK     1072  90.9  MISSING 

TOTAL     1179  100.0  100.0 
-TvLID  CASES      107      MISSING  CASES    1072 

__________FREQUENC  I  ES------------- 

A4  H.L.  SO.  STAT  ION 

]  RELATIVE  ADJUSTED     CUM 

ABSOLUTE  FREQ  FREQ        FREQ 

CATEGORY  LABEL                CODE     FREQ  (PCT)  (PCT)       (PCT) 

tf£S                               1       33  2.8  66.0       66.0 

J)                                2       10  0.8  20.0       86.0 

^N'T  KNOW                       9        7  0.6  14.0      100.0 

BLANK     1129  95.8  MISSING 

] 
1 

1 


[ 


<JRVEY  OF  BOSTON  RESIDENTS  REGARDING  DEVELOPMENT  DOWNTOWN 


TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


PAGE  8 


\LID  CASES 


50 


MISS ING  CASES 


1  129 


J 


M5 


------FREQUENC     I     ES 

H.L. NO. STAT  ION 


CATEGORY    LABEL 
IS 

iDN'T   know 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

30 

2.5 

66.7 

66.7 

2 

8 

0.7 

17.8 

84.4 

9 

7 

0.6 

15.6 

100.0 

BLANK 

1  134 

96.2 

M I SS I NG 

TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


kLID    CASES 


45 


MISSING  CASES 


1  134 


16 


______FREQUENC  I  ES 

H.L. DOWN. CROSS ING 


\TEGORY  LABEL 
DN'T  KNOW 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

83 

7.0 

85.6 

85.6 

2 

5 

0.4 

5.2 

90.7 

9 

9 

0.8 

9.3 

100.0 

BLANK 

1082 

91  .8 

MISS ING 

TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


^LID  CASES 


97 


MISSING  CASES 


1082 


______FREQUENC  I  ES 

H.L. COMMONS , GARDEN 


TEGORY 
S 


LABEL 


I 
I 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

54 

4.6 

81  .8 

81  .8 

2 

5 

0.4 

7.6 

89.4 

i 
i 

t 
c 


JRVEY  OF  BOSTON  RESIDENTS  REGARDING  DEVELOPMENT  DOWNTOWN 


PAGE  9 


>N'T  KNOW 


9 

7 

0.6 

10.6 

BLANK 

1113 

94.4 

MISSING 

TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


,LID  CASES 


66 


MISSING  CASES 


1  1  13 


______FREQUENC  I  ES 

H.L.CH INATOWN.ETC. 


^TEGORY  LABEL 

r:s 

Ik 


)N'T  KNOW 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

32 

2.7 

71  .  1 

71  .  1 

2 

6 

0.5 

13.3 

84.4 

9 

7 

0.6 

15.6 

100.0 

BLANK 

1  134 

96.2 

MISS ING 

TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


LID  CASES 


45 


MISSING  CASES 


1  134 


______FREQUENC 

H.L. WATERFRONT 


E  S 


vTEGORY  LABEL 

) 

)N  '  T  KNOW 


RELAT I VE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

146 

12.4 

90.  1 

90.  1 

2 

9 

0.8 

5.6 

95.7 

9 

7 

0.6 

4.3 

100.0 

BLANK 

1017 

86.3 

MISS ING 

TOTAL 

1  179 

100.0 

100.0 

kLID  CASES 


162 


MISSING  CASES 


1017 


I 
I 
I 
I 
[ 
[ 

c 

[ 


RVEY  OF  BOSTON  RESIDENTS  REGARDING  DEVELOPMENT  DOWNTOWN 
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______FREQUENC     I     ES 

H.L.BULFINCH    TRIANGLE 


iTEGORY    LABEL 
IS 

IN'T  KNOW 


: 


LID  CASES 


39 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

23 

2.0 

59.0 

59.0 

2 

8 

0.7 

20.5 

79.5 

9 

8 

0.7 

20.5 

100.0 

BLANK 

1  140 

96.7 

M I SS I NG 

TOTAL 

1  179 

100.0 

100.0 

MISSING  CASES    1 140 


MAXIMUM  OF  166  CELLS  ALLOCATED  PER  TABLE  IN  THIS  RUN, 
141  BYTES  OF  MEMORY  FREE. 


FREQUENC  I  ES 


H.L.SO.END 


TEGORY  LABEL 
S 

.N'T  KNOW 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

38 

3.2 

69.  1 

69.  1 

2 

8 

0.7 

14.5 

83.6 

9 

9 

0.8 

16.4 

100.0 

BLANK 

1  124 

95.3 

MISSING 

TOTAL 

1  179 

100.0 

100.0 

LID  CASES 


55 


MISS ING  CASES    1 124 


FREQUENC  I  ES 


H.L.COPLEY  SQUARE 


TEGORY  LABEL 
S 


1 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

58 

4.9 

79.5 

79.5 

2 

8 

0.7 

11.0 

90.4 

[ 

I 
I 
I 
[ 
c 

[ 
[ 

c 
c 


SURVEY  OF  BOSTON  RESIDENTS  REGARDING  DEVELOPMENT  DOWNTOWN 


PAGE  1 1 


*T  KNOW 


9 

BLANK 

TOTAL 


7 
1  106 

1  179 


0.6 
93.8 

100.0 


9.6 
MISSING 

100.0 


- 


ID  CASES 


73 


MISSING  CASES 


1  106 


______FREQUENC 

H.L. GOVT. CENTER 


E  S 


jTEGORY  LABEL 
i3 

I'T  KNOW 


ID  CASES 


86 


TOTAL      1179 


MISSING  CASES    1093 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

72 

6.  1 

83.7 

83.7 

2 

7 

0.6 

8.  1 

91  .9 

9 

7 

0.6 

8.  1 

100.0 

BLANK 

1093 

92.7 

MISSING 

______FREQUENC  I  ES 

H.L. ALL  AREAS 


BTEGORY  LABEL 

Is 

N'T  KNOW 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

219 

18.6 

93.6 

93.6 

2 

4 

0.3 

1  .7 

95.3 

9 

1  1 

0.9 

4.7 

100.0 

BLANK 

945 

80.2 

MISS ING 

TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


LID  CASES 


234 


MISSING  CASES 


945 


[ 
[ 
[ 

£ 

[ 

[ 
[ 
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FREQUENC     I     ES 


H.L. OTHER 


TEGORY  LABEL 
S 

N'T  KNOW 


•  LID  CASES 


89 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

65 

5.5 

73.0 

73.0 

2 

7 

0.6 

7.9 

80.9 

9 

17 

1  .4 

19.  1 

100.0 

BLANK 

1090 

92.5 

M I SS I NG 

TOTAL     1179 


MISSING  CASES    1090 


100.0 


100.0 


------FREQUENC  I  ES 

LANDMARK  PROTECTION 


TEGORY  LABEL 
S 

N'T  KNOW 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

1052 

89.2 

93.3 

93.3 

2 

43 

3.6 

3.8 

97.2 

9 

32 

2.7 

2.8 

100.0 

BLANK 

52 

4.4 

MISSING 

LID  CASES 


1  127 


TOTAL     1179 


MISSING  CASES 


100.0 


100.0 


52 


FREQUENC     I     ES 


TRAFFIC  DOWNTOWN 


ITEGORY    LABEL 
im.PROBLM 
IIN.PROBLM 
|    PROBLM 
Jn'T    KNOW 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

949 

80.5 

83.3 

83.3 

2 

135 

11.5 

11.9 

95.2 

3 

36 

3.  1 

3.2 

98.3 

9 

19 

1  .6 

1  .7 

100.0 

BLANK 

40 

3.4 

MISSING 

TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


Irvey  of  boston  residents  regarding  development  downtown 


LID  CASES 


1  139 


MISSING  CASES 


40 


______FREQUENC 

ADD  PARKING  DOWNTOWN? 


E  S 


TEGORY  LABEL 
S 

N'T  KNOW 


LID  CASES 


1  139 


TOTAL     1179 


MISSING  CASES 


100.0 


40 


100.0 


PAGE  13 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

946 

80.2 

83.  1 

83.  1 

2 

166 

14.  1 

14.6 

97.6 

9 

27 

2.3 

2.4 

100.0 

BLANK 

40 

3.4 

MISSING 

______FREQUENC  I  ES 

AREAS  NOT  SERVED  BY  T 


TEGORY  LABEL 
S 

N'T  KNOW 


LID  CASES 


1111 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

477 

40.5 

42.9 

42.9 

2 

526 

44.6 

47.3 

90.3 

9 

108 

9.2 

9.7 

100.0 

BLANK 

68 

5.8 

M I SS I NG 

TOTAL     1179 


MISSING  CASES 


100.0 


68 


100.0 


'■0 


______FREQUENC  I  ES 

DOWNTOWN  NOT  SERVED 


[TEGORY  LABEL 


)N'T  KNOW 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

160 

13.6 

62.5 

62.5 

2 

79 

6.7 

30.9 

93.4 

9 

17 

1  .4 

6.6 

100.0 

BLANK 

923 

78.3 

MISSING 

TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


c 
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3 


ID  CASES 


256 


MISSING  CASES 


923 


------FREQUENC  I  ES 

DTOWN-NE I GHBORHOODS 


AfEGORY    LABEL 


:«J'T  KNOW 


RELATIVE  ADJUSTED 

ABSOLUTE  FREQ       FREQ 

CODE     FREQ  (PCT)       (PCT) 

1  212  18.0       74.9 

2  49  4.2       17.3 
9       22         1.9        7.8 

BLANK      896  76.0  MISSING 


£.ID  CASES 


TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


283 


MISSING  CASES 


896 


------FREQUENC  I  ES 

BTWEEN  NEIGHBORHOODS 


/FEGORY  LABEL 

f 

* 

C^J'T 

- 

KNOW 

Lid 

CASES     283 

TO  SUBURBS 

TOTAL     1179      100.0 


MISSING  CASES     896 


100.0 


FREQUENC  I  ES 


'' 


I7EG0RY  LABEL 

n 

;m't  know 


TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
74.9 
92.2 
100.0 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

213 

18.  1 

75.3 

75.3 

2 

41 

3.5 

14.5 

89.8 

9 

29 

2.5 

10.2 

100.0 

BLANK 

896 

76.0 

M I SS I NG 

RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

185 

15.7 

67.5 

67.5 

2 

50 

4.2 

18.2 

85.8 

9 

39 

3.3 

14.2 

100.0 

BLANK 

905 

76.8 

MISSING 

'.WEY  OF  BOSTON  RESIDENTS  REGARDING  DEVELOPMENT  DOWNTOWN 


:- 


ID  CASES     274 


MISS ING  CASES 


905 
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OTHER 


FREQUENC     I     ES 


'fEGORY  LABEL 


:«j '  T  KNOW 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

40 

3.4 

47.6 

47.6 

2 

19 

1  .6 

22.6 

70.2 

9 

25 

2.  1 

29.8 

100.0 

BLANK 

1095 

92.9 

MISSING 

TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


' 


. 


ID  CASES 


84 


MISSING  CASES 


1095 


------FREQUENC 

STATE  FUND  ARTERY? 


E  S 


fEGORY  LABEL 


-TT  KNOW 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

197 

16.7 

60.8 

60.8 

2 

88 

7.5 

27.2 

88.0 

9 

39 

3.3 

12.0 

100.0 

BLANK 

855 

72.5 

MISSING 

D  CASES 


324 


TOTAL     1179 


MISSING  CASES     855 


100.0 


100.0 


FREQUENC  I  ES 


DEV.FUND  NEIGH.REVIT. ? 


TEGORY  LABEL 

J 

E3 
I 
^'T  KNOW 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

901 

76.4 

80.2 

80.2 

2 

150 

12.7 

13.4 

93  .6 

9 

72 

6.  1 

6.4 

100.0 

BLANK 

56 

4.7 

M I SS I NG 

IIVEY  OF  BOSTON  RESIDENTS  REGARDING  DEVELOPMENT  DOWNTOWN 


IID  CASES 


1  123 


TOTAL     1179 


MISSING  CASES 


100.0 


100.0 


56 


______FREQUENC  I  ES 

DEV.FUND  AFF. HOUSING? 


EGORY  LABEL 


l*T  KNOW 


TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


PAGE  16 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

808 

68.5 

86.0 

86.0 

2 

97 

8.2 

10.3 

96.4 

9 

34 

2.9 

3.6 

100.0 

BLANK 

240 

20.4 

M I SS I NG 

,ilD  CASES 


939 


MISSING  CASES 


240 


EGORY  LABEL 


*T  KNOW 


------FREQUENC 

DEV.FUND  JOB  TRAINING 


E  S 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

751 

63.7 

79.2 

79.2 

2 

159 

13.5 

16.8 

96.0 

9 

38 

3.2 

4.0 

100.0 

BLANK 

231 

19.6 

M I SS I NG 

TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


ID  CASES 


948 


MISS ING  CASES 


231 


------FREQUENC  I  ES 

DEV.FUND  DAY  CARE 


EGORY  LABEL 


I'T  KNOW 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

645 

54.7 

68.0 

68.0 

2 

245 

20.8 

25.8 

93.8 

9 

59 

5.0 

6.2 

100.0 

BLANK 

230 

19.5 

M I SS I NG 

IIVEY  OF  BOSTON  RESIDENTS  REGARDING  DEVELOPMENT  DOWNTOWN 
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TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


ID  CASES 


949 


MISSING  CASES 


230 


------FREQUENC  I  ES 

DEV.OBEY  HIRING  REGS? 


EGORY  LABEL 


' T  KNOW 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

839 

71  .2 

88.3 

88.3 

2 

80 

6.8 

8.4 

96.7 

9 

31 

2.6 

3.3 

100.0 

BLANK 

229 

19.4 

MISSING 

TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


ID  CASES     950 


MISSING  CASES     229 


AX  I  MUM  OF  166  CELLS  ALLOCATED  PER  TABLE  IN  THIS  RUN 
25  BYTES  OF  MEMORY  FREE. 


------FREQUENC  I  ES 

DEV.TIED  NEIGH. SITES? 


EGORY  LABEL 


:j't  know 


RELAT I VE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

680 

57.7 

62.4 

62.4 

2 

253 

21  .5 

23.2 

85.7 

9 

156 

13.2 

14.3 

100.0 

BLANK 

90 

7.6 

MISSING 

TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


\.  ID  CASES 


1089 


MISSING  CASES 


90 


IF'EY  OF  BOSTON  RESIDENTS  REGARDING  DEVELOPMENT  DOWNTOWN 
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______FREQUENC  I  ES 

DEV . I NC . AFFORD . HOUS . ? 


OEGORY  LABEL 

J. 
J 
>r'T  KNOW 


: 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

840 

71  .2 

76.3 

76.3 

2 

182 

15.4 

16.5 

92.8 

9 

79 

6.7 

7.2 

100.0 

BLANK 

78 

6.6 

M 1 SS 1 NG 

JID  CASES 


1  101 


TOTAL     1179 


MISSING  CASES 


100.0 


100.0 


78 


______FREQUENC  I  ES 

DEV. PROMOTE  HOMEOWNER 


,'EGORY  LABEL 


*T  KNOW 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

743 

63.0 

70.2 

70.2 

2 

181 

15.4 

17.  1 

87.3 

3 

1 

0.  1 

0.  1 

87.3 

9 

134 

11.4 

12.7 

100.0 

BLANK 

120 

10.2 

MISSING 

TOTAL     1179 


100.0 


100.0 


ID  CASES 


1059 


MISSING  CASES 


120 


FREQUENC 


E  S 


AMT.  OF  HOUSING  DTOWN 


^EGORY  LABEL 
)jE 

h 

ii!E  AMT. 
*T  KNOW 


RELAT I VE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

681 

57.8 

61  .0 

61  .0 

2 

133 

11.3 

11.9 

72.9 

3 

237 

20.  1 

21  .2 

94.  1 

9 

66 

5.6 

5.9 

100.0 

BLANK 

62 

5.3 

M I SS I NG 

TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


u 

q 

r 


r 

L 

L 


: 
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D  CASES 


1  1  17 


MISSING  CASES 


62 


------FREQUENC  I  ES 

ENCOURAGE  HOUSING  DTOWN 


■EGORY  label 

c 


T  KNOW 


.LID  CASES 


1084 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

728 

61  .7 

67.2 

67.2 

2 

247 

20.9 

22.8 

89.9 

9 

109 

9.2 

10.  1 

100.0 

BLANK 

95 

8.  1 

M I SS I NG 

TOTAL     1179 


MISSING  CASES 


100.0 


95 


100.0 


•f 


A 


------FREQUENC 

LIKE  TO  LIVE  DOWNTOWN? 


E  S 


GORY  LABEL 


)I'T  KNOW 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

469 

39.8 

41  .9 

41  .9 

2 

625 

53.0 

55.9 

97.9 

3 

1 

0.  1 

0.  1 

97.9 

9 

23 

2.0 

2.  1 

100.0 

BLANK 

61 

5.2 

M I SS I NG 

TOTAL 

1  179 

100.0 

100.0 

UID  CASES 


1118 


MISS ING  CASES 


61 


------FREQUENC  I  ES 

BETTER  5  YRS  HENCE? 


EGORY  LABEL 


'  T  KNOW 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

653 

55.4 

58.8 

58.8 

2 

286 

24.3 

25.7 

84.5 

3 

1 

0.  1 

0.  1 

84.6 

9 

171 

14.5 

15.4 

100.0 

BLANK 

68 

5.8 

M I SS I NG 

REY  OF  BOSTON  RESIDENTS  REGARDING  DEVELOPMENT  DOWNTOWN 
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_ 


TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


D  CASES 


1111 


MISS ING  CASES 


68 


------FREQUENC  I  ES 

ENOUGH  OPEN  SPACE  DTOWN? 


100.0 


TGORY    LABEL 
CMUCH 
C,  LITTLE 
GIT    AMOUNT 
N  T    KNOW 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

41 

3.5 

3.7 

3.7 

2 

666 

56.5 

59.9 

63.6 

3 

362 

30.7 

32.6 

96.2 

9 

42 

3.6 

3.8 

100.0 

BLANK 

68 

5.8 

M I SS I NG 

TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


L  D    CASES 


1111 


MISSING    CASES 


68 


______FREQUENC  I  ES 

PERMIT  DEV.OVER  PIKE? 


:gory  label 


NT  KNOW 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

493 

41  .8 

46.3 

46.3 

2 

344 

29.2 

32.3 

78.6 

9 

228 

19.3 

21  .4 

100.0 

BLANK 

1  14 

9.7 

MISSING 

TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


LID  CASES 


1065 


MISS ING  CASES 


1  14 


______FREQUENC  I  ES 

PRIORITY  AREAS  GOOD  IDEA 


'EGORY  LABEL 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

748 

63.4 

67.8 

67.8 

IR'EY  OF  BOSTON  RESIDENTS  REGARDING  DEVELOPMENT  DOWNTOWN 
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•  NT  KNOW 


LD  CASES 


2 

9 

BLANK 

TOTAL 


201 

154 

76 


1  179 


17.0 

13.  1 

6.4 

100.0 


1  103 


MISSING  CASES 


76 


______FREQUENC  I  ES 

RESIDENTS  JOB  PRIORITY? 


18.2 
14.0 
MISSING 

100.0 


,i:gory  label 

c 

I't  KNOW 


TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


86.0 
100.0 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

778 

66.0 

72.5 

72.5 

2 

263 

22.3 

24.5 

97.0 

9 

32 

2.7 

3.0 

100.0 

BLANK 

106 

9.0 

M I SS I NG 

LID  CASES 


1073 


MISSING  CASES 


106 


______FREQUENC 

ENC  DEV  IN  NO. STAT  ION? 


E  S 


:GORY  LABEL 


If  T  KNOW 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

776 

65.8 

72.6 

72  .6 

2 

148 

12.6 

13.8 

86.4 

9 

145 

12.3 

13.6 

100.0 

BLANK 

1  10 

9.3 

MISS ING 

TOTAL     1179 


ID  CASES 


1069 


MISSING  CASES 


1  10 


100.0 


100.0 
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______FREQUENC  I  ES 

ENC.DEV  IN  SO. STAT  ION? 


TGORY    LABEL 

| 

NT    KNOW 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

705 

59.8 

66.3 

66.3 

2 

215 

18.2 

20.2 

86.5 

g 

144 

12.2 

13.5 

100.0 

BLANK 

1  15 

9.8 

MISSING 

TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


LD    CASES 


1064 


MISSING  CASES 


1  15 


------FREQUENC  I  ES 

BUILD  NEW  BOSTON  GARDEN? 


t:gory  label 

NT    KNOW 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

762 

64.6 

71  .3 

71  .3 

2 

216 

18.3 

20.2 

91  .6 

9 

90 

7.6 

8.4 

100.0 

BLANK 

1  1  1 

9.4 

MISSING 

TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


L  D    CASES 


1068 


MISSING  CASES 


1  1  1 


------FREQUENC 

PUBLIC  FUND  NEW  GARDEN? 


E    S 


i:gory  label 


rf  T    KNOW 


RELAT I VE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

548 

46.5 

67.2 

67.2 

2 

216 

18.3 

26.5 

93.6 

5 

1 

0.  1 

0.  1 

93.8 

9 

51 

4.3 

6.3 

100.0 

BLANK 

363 

30.8 

M I SS I NG 

TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 
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D  CASES 


816 


MISS ING  CASES 


363 


______FREQUENC  I  ES 

RESPONDENT'S  RESIDENCE 


TGORY    LABEL 

B.iSTON 

AiLSTOWN 

.IOSTON 

N"RAL 

E&Y-B  .HILL 

..ND 

N-KENMORE 

LIT-BRI  . 

IV  PLAIN 

XSURY 

JORCH. 

JORCH . 

TAPAN 

«.  INDALE 

F3XBURY 

::    PARK 

KR 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

62 

5.3 

5.7 

5.7 

2 

30 

2.5 

2.7 

8.4 

3 

62 

5.3 

5.7 

14.  1 

4 

23 

2.0 

2.  1 

16.2 

5 

60 

5.  1 

5.5 

21  .7 

6 

40 

3.4 

3.7 

25.4 

7 

26 

2.2 

2.4 

27.8 

8 

121 

10.3 

11.1 

38.9 

9 

82 

7.0 

7.5 

46.4 

10 

63 

5.3 

5.8 

52.2 

1  1 

132 

11.2 

12.1 

64.3 

12 

70 

5.9 

6.4 

70.7 

13 

74 

6.3 

6.8 

77.5 

14 

77 

6.5 

7.  1 

84.5 

15 

74 

6.3 

6.8 

91  .3 

16 

66 

5.6 

6.0 

97.3 

17 

29 

2.5 

2.7 

100.0 

BLANK 

88 

7.5 

M I SS I NG 

TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


Li  D    CASES 


1091 


MISSING  CASES 


88 


______FREQUENC  I  ES 

YEARS  LIVED  IN  BOSTON 


"EGORY  LABEL 
0  YEARS 
(  YEARS 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

400 

33.9 

36.5 

36.5 

2 

697 

59.  1 

63.5 

100.0 

BLANK 

82 

7.0 

MISSING 

TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


II  D  CASES 


1097 


MISS ING  CASES 


82 


R'EY  OF  BOSTON  RESIDENTS  REGARDING  DEVELOPMENT  DOWNTOWN 
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FREQUENC     I     ES 


3 


EMPLOYMENT 


TGORY    LABEL 

?OYED 

DING 

OOK I NG 
TRED 


STATUS 

RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

757 

64.2 

69.  1 

69.  1 

2 

84 

7.  1 

7.7 

76.8 

3 

124 

10.5 

11  .3 

88.  1 

4 

130 

1  1  .0 

11  .9 

100.0 

BLANK 

84 

7.  1 

M I SS I NG 

TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


LD    CASES  1095 


MISSING  CASES 


84 


------FREQUENC     I     ES 

WORK    LOCATION 


TGORY    LABEL 

B'STON 

AlLSTOWN 

BOSTON 

NRAL 

B.Y-B.HILL 

IND 

NKENMORE 

LiT-BRI  . 

IV  PLAIN 

XiURY 

fcORCH. 

fORCH. 

TAPAN 

S.INDALE 

FOXBURY 

I  PARK 
tllN    128 

I1ASS  . 

II  I  DE    MA 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

16 

1  .4 

2.2 

2.2 

2 

15 

1  .3 

2.  1 

4.3 

3 

25 

2.  1 

3.5 

7.7 

4 

181 

15.4 

25.0 

32.7 

5 

52 

4.4 

7.2 

39.9 

6 

26 

2.2 

3.6 

43  .5 

7 

22 

1  .9 

3.0 

46.5 

8 

27 

2.3 

3.7 

50.3 

9 

26 

2.2 

3.6 

53.9 

10 

16 

1  .4 

2.2 

56.  1 

1  1 

26 

2  .2 

3.6 

59.7 

12 

16 

1  .4 

2  .2 

61  .9 

13 

13 

1  .  1 

1  .8 

63.7 

14 

3 

0.3 

0.4 

64.  1 

15 

13 

1  .  1 

1  .8 

65.9 

16 

9 

0.8 

1  .2 

67.  1 

17 

162 

13.7 

22.4 

89.5 

18 

70 

5.9 

9.7 

99.2 

19 

6 

0.5 

0.8 

100.0 

BLANK 

455 

38.6 

MISS ING 

TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 


LID    CASES 


724 


MISSING  CASES 


455 


: 
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•j 


FREQUENC     I     ES 


\30 


AGE 


CATEGORY    LABEL 
15-32    YRS 
J3-55    YRS 
£5+    YRS 


TOTAL 


1  179 


100.0 


100.0 
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RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

544 

46.  1 

50.2 

50.2 

2 

362 

30.7 

33.4 

83.7 

3 

177 

15.0 

16.3 

100.0 

BLANK 

96 

8.  1 

M I SS I NG 

iLID    CASES  1083 


MISSING    CASES 


96 


MAXIMUM  OF  166  CELLS  ALLOCATED  PER  TABLE  IN  THIS  RUN, 
124  BYTES  OF  MEMORY  FREE. 


FREQUENC  I  ES 


HOUSEHOLD  I NCOME 


^TEGORY  LABEL 
j:$25,000 
►25.000 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

503 

42.7 

54.7 

54.7 

2 

417 

35.4 

45.3 

100.0 

BLANK 

259 

22.0 

M I SS I NG 

, 

LID  CASES     920 

/ 

J 

J 

2          RACE 

.TEGORY  LABEL 
|ITE 

ACK 

SPANIC 

TOTAL      1179       100.0 


MISSING  CASES     259 


100.0 


FREQUENC  I  ES 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTED 

CUM 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQ 

FREQ 

FREQ 

CODE 

FREQ 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

(PCT) 

1 

726 

61  .6 

67.8 

67.8 

2 

229 

19.4 

21  .4 

89.2 

3 

51 

4.3 

4.8 

93.9 

L 

L 
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IAN 

HER 


4 

17 

1  .4 

1  .6 

95.5 

5 

48 

4.  1 

4.5 

100.0 

BLANK 

108 

9.2 

MISSING 

TOTAL 

1  179 

100.0 

100.0 

D  CASES    1071      MISSING  CASES     108 

MAXIMUM  OF  1672  CELLS  ALLOCATED  PER  TABLE  IN  THIS  RUN. 
662  BYTES  OF  MEMORY  FREE. 


N  COMPLETED 

ilMBER  OF  COMMAND  LINES  READ  179 
J'MBER  OF  ERRORS  DETECTED  0 


APPENDIX  B  -  Survey  Questionnaire 


SURVEY  OF  ATTITUDES 

TOWARDS  PLANNING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

IN  DOWNTOWN   BOSTON 

Hello,  my  name  is  and  I  am  calling  from 

Bell  Associates.  We  are  conducting  a  survey  about  attitudes 
towards  development  in  Boston.  My  questions  will  only  take  a  few 
minutes .  Your  phone  number  has  been  picked  at  random  and  none  of 
your  answers  will  be  shared  with  anyone.  May  we  begin? 


NEIGHBORHOOD  

1. (DO  NOT  ASK)  Sex 


TIME  BEGAN : 

Male ( 1 )    Female (  2  ) 


GENERAL  ATTITUDES 

2. The  City  of  Boston  is  considering  the  use  of  new  zoning  and 
land  use  planning  regulations  to  improve  downtown  liveability 
by  limiting  height  and  density  of  new  buildings  and  making  more 
land  available  for  housing  and  public  open  space.  In  general, 
do  you  think  this  is  a  good  idea? 


Yes (1)   No    (2)   DK 


(9) 


3. Do  you  think  the  guality-of-life  downtown  is  better  now  than  it 
was  5  years  ago? 

Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 

In  downtown  Boston,  do  you  think  there  is  too  much,  too  little  or 
the  right  amount  of 


4. Commercial  development 
(office,  hotel,  retail) 

5 .Residential  development 
(houses,  apartments, 
condominiums ) 

6 .Institutional  development 
( schools ,  museums , 
hospitals ) 

7. Affordable  housing  for  low 
&  moderate  income  families 


too  much (1)   too  little 

right  amount (3)      DK 

too  much (1)   too  little 

right  amount (3)      DK 


too  much (1)   too  little 

right  amount (3)       DK 


too  much (1)   too  little 

right  amount (3)       DK 


(2) 
(9) 

(2) 
(9) 

(2) 
(9) 

(2) 
(9) 

8. What  do  you  like  most  about  downtown?  (DO  NOT  READ-CIRCLE  ONE) 


Quaintness 1 

Social  Climate 2 

Nightlife 3 

Diversity  of  people. 4 
Size/Walkability . . . .5 

Schools 6 

Natural  Features ....  7 

Location 8 

Architecture 9 


History 10 

Weather 11 

Skyline 12 

Public  Trans 13 

Shopping 14 

Restaurants 15 

Theatre 16 

Waterfront 17 

Cost  of  Living 18 

Other  19 


j 

L 


9. What  do  you  like  least  about  downtown?  (DO  NOT  READ-CIRCLE  ONE) 


Traffic 1 

Social  Climate 2 

Pollution 3 

Schools 4 

Size/Walkability . . . .5 

Safety/Crime 6 

Natural  Features. .. .7 

Location 8 

Architecture 9 


Noise 10 

Weather 11 

Dirt 12 

Public  Trans 13 

Shopping 14 

Restaurants 15 

Theatre 16 

Parking 17 

Cost  of  Living 18 

Other  19 


10. Do  you  think  wind,  shadows,  air  and  water  pollution  are  major 
problems  downtown? 

Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 

LIMITATIONS  AND  CONTROLS 

11. Do  you  think  the  heights  of  new  downtown  buildings  should  be 
limited  by  law? 

Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 

(IF  YES)  In  which  areas  downtown  do  you  think  heights  on  new 
buildings  should  be  limited?  (DO  NOT  READ  LIST) 

12. Financial  District Yes_ 

1 3  .  Back  Bay  /Beacon  Hill Yes_ 

14. South  Station  Area Yes_ 

15. North  Station  Area Yes_ 

16. Downtown  Crossing Yes_ 

17. Along  the  Common/Public  Garden.. Yes_ 
18. Chinatown/So. Cove/Bay  Village. . .Yes_ 

19  .Waterfront Yes_ 

20  .Bulfinch  Triangle Yes_ 

21 .  South  End Yes_ 

22  .  Copley  Square Yes_ 

23  .  Government  Center Yes_ 

24. ALL  AREAS Yes_ 

25. Other  Yes 


(1) 

NO 

(2)DK 

(9) 

(1) 

No 

(2)DK 

(9) 

(1) 

No 

(2)DK 

(9) 

(1) 

No 

(2)DK 

(9) 

(1) 

NO 

(2)DK 

(9) 

(1) 

NO 

(2)DK 

(9) 

(1) 

NO 

(2)DK 

(9) 

(1) 

NO 

(2)DK 

(9) 

(1) 

NO 

(2)DK 

(9) 

(1) 

NO 

(2)DK 

(9) 

(1) 

NO 

(2)DK 

(9) 

(1) 

No 

(2)DK 

(9) 

(1) 

NO 

(2)DK 

(9) 

(1) 

No 

(2)DK 

(9) 

26. Do  you  think  strong  controls  should  protect  buildings  of 
historical  or  architectural  importance  in  downtown  Boston? 


Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 


TRANSPORTATION 


27. Do  you  think  traffic  downtown  is  a, 


serious  problem 
not  a  problem" 


( 1 )  minor  problem ( 2 ) 

"(3)  DK    (9) 


I 


28. Do  you  think  the  city  should  add  more  parking  downtown? 

Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 

29. Do  you  think  there  are  areas  not  well  served  by  public 
transportation? 

Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 

(IF  YES)  What  are  those  areas?  (READ  LIST) 

30. Downtown Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 

31. Downtown  to  Neighborhoods Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 

32. Between  Neighborhoods Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 

3 3. To  the  Suburbs Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 

34.  Other Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 

35. If  the  federal  government  does  not  fund  the  building  of  a 
Third  Harbor  Tunnel,  should  the  state  fund  it? 

Yes (l)   No (2)   DK (9) 

LINKAGE 

36. Do  you  think  downtown  developers  should  be  required  to  con- 
tribute to  neighborhood  revitalization? 

Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 

(IF  YES)  Do  you  favor  the  requirement  that  developers  of  large 
commercial  buildings 

37 .Contribute  money  to  a  fund  to  create  affordable  housing? 

Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 

3 8. Should  they  contribute  money  to  a  fund  to  provide  job  training 
programs? 

Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 

39. Should  they  be  required  to  contribute  to  providing  day  care? 

Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 

40. Should  they  be  required  to  comply  with  the  city's  hiring 
standards  for  minorities,  women  and  Boston  residents? 

Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 

41. Do  you  think  the  city  should  tie  development  of  publicly  owned 
land  downtown  to  development  of  less  attractive  sites  in  the 
neighborhoods? 

Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 

4 


42. Do  you  think  new  privately-financed  housing  development 

projects  should  be  required  to  include  units  that  are  affor- 
dable to  low  and  moderate  income  households? 

Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 

43. Do  you  favor  the  use  of  payments  from  downtown  development  to 
promote  homeownership  opportunities  for  Boston  residents? 

Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 


HOUSING 

44. Do  you  think  there  should  be 

more (1)   less (2)   the  same  amount (3)    DK (9) 

of  housing  available  in  downtown  Boston? 

45. Do  you  think  the  city  should  provide  zoning  incentives  to 
encourage  the  production  of  housing  downtown? 

Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 

46. Would  you  like  to  live  downtown? 

Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 

47. Do  you  think  downtown  Boston  will  be  a  better  place  to  live 
and  work  in  5  years? 

Yes (1)   No (2)  DK (9) 

PARKS/OPEN  SPACE 

48. Do  you  think  there  is 

too  much (1)  too  little (2) 

the  right  amount (3)    DK (9) 

of  public  open  space  like  parks,  plazas  and  playgrounds  in  the 
city? 

49. Should  the  City  permit  the  development  of  commercial  projects 
on  air  rights  over  the  Mass  Turnpike? 

Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 

NEIGHBORHOODS 

50. Do  you  think  that  priority  areas  for  new  development  on  the 
edge  of  downtown  or  in  the  neighborhoods  is  a  good  idea? 

Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 


51. Do  you  think  that  Boston  residents  should  get  first  priority 
on  the  new  permanent  jobs  in  downtown? 

Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 

Do  you  think  the  City  should  encourage  residential  and  commer- 
cial development... 

52. in  the  North  Station  area?   Yes (1)  No (2)   Dk (9) 

5 3. in  the  South  Station  area?    Yes (1)  No (2)   Dk (9) 

54. Would  you  support  building  a  new  Boston  Garden? 

Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 

55. (IF  YES)  Would  you  support  public  funding  for  that  purpose? 

Yes (1)   No (2)   DK (9) 

RESPONDENT  CHARACTERISTICS 

56. In  which  neighborhood  do  you  live?  (CIRCLE  ONE) 

East  Boston 1  Roxbury 10 

Charlestown 2  North  Dorchester ....  11 

South  Boston 3  South  Dorchester.  .  .  .12 

Central  Boston 4  Mattapan 13 

Back  Bay/Beacon  Hill 5  Roslindale 14 

South  End 6  West  Roxbury 15 

Fenway/Kenmore 7  Hyde  Park 16 

Allston-Brighton 8  Other 17 

Jamaica  Plain 9 

57. How  many  years  have  you  lived  in  Boston? 

less  than  one  year (1)   one  to  3  years (2) 

+3  years  to  5  years (3)   +5  years  to  10  years (4) 

+  10  years  to  20  years (5)   +20  years  (6)    NA 

5 8. Are  you 

employed (1)   unemployed  and  looking  for  a  job (2) 

unemployed  and  not  looking (3)    retired (4)   NA 


59. (IF  EMPLOYED) In  which  neighborhood  do  you  work? 


East  Boston 1 

Charlestown 2 

South  Boston 3 

Central  Boston 4 

Back  Bay/Beacon  Hill 5 

South  End 6 

Fenway/Kenmore 7 

Allston-Brighton 8 

Jamaica  Plain 9 

Roxbury 10 


60. What  is  your  age? 


North  Dorchester. . . .11 
South  Dorchester. . . .12 

Mattapan 13 

Roslindale 14 

West  Roxbury 15 

Hyde  Park 16 

Outside  Boston  but 
within  the  128  belt. 17 
Outside  128  but 

within  Mass 18 

Outside  Mass 19 


18-25    (1) 

26-32    (2)    33-40 

56-70    (5) 

70+    (6)      NA 

61.1s  your  household  income  range... 

below  $10,000 

_(!) 

10,001-15,000 

(2) 

15,001-25,000 

(3) 

25,001-40,000 

(4) 

40,001-65,000 

(5) 

65,001-90,000 

(6) 

+90,000 

(7) 

(3)   41-55 


(4) 


NA 
62. Do  you  classify  yourself  as 

White ( 1 )   Black (  2  )   Hispanic (  3  ) 

Asian    (4)   Other    (5)        NA 


Those  are  all  the  questions  I  have.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your 
cooperation.  Good  bye. 


Interviewer  No, 
Date   /   / 


Time  End 


